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ABSTRACT 
This study was conducted to determine the impact of student 
feedback upon the teaching behavior of agricultural teacher educators. 
An experimental pretest posttest control group design was used for 
the study. Ninety-seven agricultural teacher educators were surveyed 
and 62 (63.9%) agricultural teacher educators and their students 
participated on both the initial and final assessment. 
A modification of the Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form (TTFF) was used 
to measure the agricultural teacher educators' self-perceptions and 
their students' perceptions. The TTFF measures four dimensions of 
teaching behavior: creativity, dynamism, organized demeanor, and warmth 
and acceptance. 
The multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and the Spearman rho 
coefficient of correlation were used to test the hypotheses. Data on 
selected demographic variables of the agricultural teacher educators and 
their students were reported. 
It was found that feedback to the agricultural teacher educators 
did not significantly change their self-perceptions from the initial to 
the final assessment and no significant differences existed among the 
three academic ranks (assistant professor, associate professor, and 
professor). Students' perceptions did not significantly change from the 
initial to the final assessments for the agricultural teacher educators 
who received feedback and no significant differences existed between 
the agricultural teacher educators who received feedback and the 
agricultural teacher educators who did not receive feedback. No 
significant relationship was found between research productivity and the 
ix 
agricultural teacher educators' self-perception of their teaching 
behavior. No significant relationship was found between research 
productivity and the students' perceptions of the agricultural teacher 
educators' teaching behavior. Significant differences were found 
between the levels of student demographic variables on their perceptions 
of the agricultural teacher educators' teaching behavior. The 
demographic variables were: sex (male and female), grade level 
classification (undergraduate and graduate), curriculum (major-minor and 
non-major-minor), and type of course (required and elective). A 
significant interaction between academic rank and time (initial and 
final assessments) was found. It was found that associate professors and 
professors significantly changed their self-perceptions on the dimension 
of creativity between the initial and final assessments and assistant 
professors significantly changed their perceptions on the dimensions of 
organized demeanor and warmth and acceptance. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Agricultural teacher educators are generally required to perform 
in three areas. These areas are teaching, research and service. Is it 
too much to ask the agricultural teacher educator to function in all 
three areas? Obviously, based on the standard practice in the 
profession, the answer is no. 
Depending on the amount of time allocated to each of the three 
areas listed above, the agricultural teacher educator may feel like a 
juggler who is assigned the task of juggling a bowling ball, a 
softball, and a golf ball. With words like promotion and tenure 
hanging in the balance, the agricultural teacher educator may place 
more emphasis on one area over the others, depending upon the 
guidelines that have been established for promotion and tenure by his 
or her university. 
University professors who are concerned with their teaching 
procedures and methods are sometimes overlooked in the publish or 
perish climate. "Since national prestige in an academic discipline is 
usually gained by research and publication, a faculty member 
(especially one who devotes himself to undergraduates) must look to 
his ovm institution for recognition and rewards for teaching efforts" 
(Gaff and Wilson, 1971, p. 43). 
Can the publish or perish pressure affect the way a teacher 
behaves in the classroom? A recent article carried by the Associated 
Press (1984) indicated the pressure which a professor was under in a 
tragic way. The article stated "Who was named the...teacher of the 
1 
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year in 1978 but failed to gain tenure and lost his job,...stormed the 
university president's office, seized a student at gunpoint and then 
shot himself to death, authorities said" (p. 14-A). 
There have been numerous studies that have investigated the 
relationship of teacher feedback to student achievement. Most of 
these studies have shown that teacher feedback does have a positive 
effect on student achievement. Studies have also been conducted that 
have investigated teacher effectiveness and research productivity at 
the university level, but only a handful of studies have attempted to 
measure or quantify any specific type of teacher behaviors 
(Rosenshine, 1976). 
Aspy and Roebuck (1974) measured the correlation between human 
characteristics (empathy, congruence and positive reward) of a teacher 
and student achievement. "The most effective trainers of teachers 
were those who exhibited the facilitative conditions [empathy, 
congruence and positive reward] at their highest level" (p. 169). 
Rosenshine and Furst (1973) reviewed some 50-odd studies that 
examined the relationship between teaching behavior and student 
achievement. They identified nine teaching behaviors that had the 
most significant correlation with student learning. These nine 
behaviors were: 
1. clarity, 
2. variability, 
3. enthusiasm, 
4. task-oriented achievement and/or businesslike behavior, 
5. criticism, 
6. teacher indirectness, 
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7. student opportunity to learn criterion material, 
8. use of structuring comments, and 
9. multiple levels of questions or cognitive discourse. 
Rosenshine and Furst (1971) wafned teacher educators that some 
education experts were building teacher education programs on opinions 
rather than research on teacher behaviors. 
Why not use student evaluations to measure how well a teacher 
performs in the areas described by Rosenshine and Furst (1973) as well 
as other areas of teaching behavior? Student evaluations, 
particularly at the university level, have been shown by research to 
be an effective way to provide teachers with a source of feedback 
(Marsh, Fleiner, and Thomas, 1975). 
If teacher feedback to students improves the performance of 
students, would it be logical to put the shoe on the other foot and 
let students provide teachers with feedback on their teaching 
behavior? If agricultural teacher educators were made aware of their 
students' perceptions of certain selected teaching behaviors by the 
use of student feedback, would the feedback change the teaching 
behavior of the teacher educators? 
Would university professors change their teaching behavior if 
they were provided feedback in the form of students' perceptions of 
their teaching behavior? 
Statement of the Problem 
This study was conducted to determine the impact of student 
feedback upon the teaching behavior of agricultural teacher educators 
in the continental United States. Teacher behavior was measured by 
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four dimensions, namely; creativity, organized demeanor, dynamism, and 
warmth and acceptance. These four dimensions are those measured by 
the Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form (TTFF). The study also determined 
the relationship between research productivity and teaching behavior. 
Specifically, the study was designed to answer the following 
questions: 
1. Do agricultural teacher educators who receive feedback about 
teaching behavior change their perceptions of their teaching behavior? 
2. Do agricultural teacher educators change their teaching 
behavior after receiving feedback as shown by a change in the 
students' perceptions of the teaching behavior? 
3. Do student perceptions of the teaching behavior of 
agricultural teacher educators that receive feedback differ 
significantly from the student perceptions of agricultural teacher 
educators who do not receive feedback? 
4. Is there a relationship between research productivity and: 
a. self-perceptions of the agricultural teacher educators 
about their teaching behavior? 
b. students' perceptions of the teaching behavior of 
agricultural teacher educators? 
5. Is there a difference among the three academic ranks of 
agricultural teacher educators on: 
a. self-perceptions of the agricultural teacher educators 
about their teaching behavior? 
b. students' perceptions of the teaching behavior of 
agricultural teacher educators? 
6. Is there a difference in the students' perceptions of the 
teaching behavior of agricultural teacher educators by level of 
selected student demographic variables? The demographic variables 
were: 
a. sex of the student. 
b. age of the student. 
c. grade level classification of the student. 
d. major/minor in agricultural education versus a non major 
or minor in agricultural education. 
e. elective versus required course. 
Rationale for Hypotheses 
The hypotheses for this study were developed from the review of 
literature and questions developed by the researcher. The questions 
developed by the researcher were designed to investigate the 
implications of the use of teaching behavior variables as a source of 
feedback to agricultural teacher educators. 
Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses were formulated to lend guidance to this 
study. 
1. The self-perceptions of the teaching behavior held by 
agricultural teacher educators who receive feedback will change after 
receiving feedback. 
2. Students who are taught by agricultural teacher educators 
that receive feedback will perceive the teaching behavior of the 
agricultural teacher educator to change after receiving feedback. 
3. Students' perceptions of the teaching behavior of 
agricultural teacher educators will differ significantly on the 
final assessment between the agricultural teacher educators who 
received feedback and the agricultural teacher educators who did not 
receive feedback. 
4. There is no relationship between research productivity and: 
a. self-perceptions of the agricultural teacher 
educators about their teaching behavior on the 
initial assessment. 
b. students' perceptions of the teaching behavior of 
agricultural teacher educators on the initial assessment 
5. No significant differences exist among the three academic 
ranks of the agricultural teacher educators and: 
a. self-perceptions of their teaching behavior on the 
initial assessment. 
b. students' perceptions of the teaching behavior of 
agricultural teacher educators on the initial assessment 
6. No significant differences exist between students' initial 
assessment and the levels of the following demographic variables: 
a. sex of the student (male vs. female). 
b. age of the student (22 years of age and younger vs. 23 
years of age and older). 
c. grade level classification of the student (undergraduate 
vs. graduate). 
d. major/minor in agricultural education vs. 
non-major/minor in agricultural education. 
e. elective vs. required course. 
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Significance of the Study 
No research could be found that attempted to determine the 
impact of student feedback on the teaching behavior of agricultural 
teacher educators. The information will be useful in three ways: 
1. To determine if student feedback on the four selected 
dimensions of teaching behavior modifies the teaching behavior of 
agricultural teacher educators. If feedback, as defined for this 
study, does modify the teaching behavior of agricultural teacher 
educators, a case could be made to utilize this type of feedback. 
2. To establish a foundation for a research base to determine 
the relationship of teaching behavior to teaching effectiveness of 
agricultural teacher educators. 
3. To establish a way by which individual agricultural teacher 
educators could document a form of student evaluations of their 
teaching behavior. 
Definitions of Terms 
The following terms were defined for this study: 
1. Teaching behavior: the four dimensions measured by the 
Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form. These four dimensions were: 
a. creativity: a teacher who is exciting, original and 
modern, who tries new ideas as often as possible. 
b. dynamism: a teacher who is viewed by students as being 
an outgoing and lively person who reflects energetic 
qualities. 
c. organized demeanor: a teacher who is rated by students 
as being well-organized, clear, orderly, and efficient. 
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d. warmth and acceptance: a teacher who is seen as a 
likable, warm and thoughtful person by students, who is also 
patient and polite to students (Yates, 1978). 
2. Agricultural teacher educators (teacher trainer): a 
professional person in the field of agricultural education 
responsible for the preservice preparation and inservice 
education of vocational agricultural teachers. Assists teachers 
or prospective teachers to develop the professional competencies, 
knowledge, and attitudes that will enable them to become more 
effective teachers (Knebel and Richardson, 1982). 
3. Feedback: notifying the agricultural teacher educators in 
the feedback group by letter (Appendix I) defining the four 
dimensions of teaching behavior measured by the Tuckman Teacher 
Feedback Form. The feedback data were presented to the 
agricultural teacher educators in the form of a chart (Appendix 
J) that reveal the agricultural teacher educators' 
self-perception and the students' mean perceptions to each of the 
four dimension of teaching behavior. 
Limitations 
This study was limited to the following: 
1. The subpopulation of 97 agricultural teacher educators used 
in the study was considered to be representative of the population. 
Due to the nature of the study (initial assessment, feedback 
implementation, and final assessment), only those 97 agricultural 
teacher educators who were teaching a course that lasted the entire 
semester or quarter were included. 
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2. Only five methods of calculating the research productivity 
scores for the individual agricultural teacher educators were 
incorporated in this study, even though agricultural teacher educators 
publish in other journals besides the four utilized in this study. 
Also, there are other measures of research productivity such as 
securing research grants, presenting papers at various regional and 
national meetings, and working with graduate students. These measures 
were not included in this study. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The review of literature for this study was divided into the 
following areas: 
1. Teacher Behavior, 
2. Effect of Feedback on Teaching Behavior, and 
3. Relationship Between Research Productivity and Teaching 
Behavior. 
Teacher Behavior 
The relationship of teacher behavior and student perceptions of 
teacher behavior is not new. "A coherent body of knowledge linking 
teacher behavior to student achievement and (to an extent) attitudes 
has begun to emerge." (Brophy, 1979, p. 733). One of the reasons that 
researchers began investigating teacher behavior was explained by 
Cruickshank (1975). 
Most researchers in the sixties stopped looking at what are 
called prestige variables, such as the teacher's social class, 
age, sex, university attended, intelligence, personality traits, 
and so forth, and began looking at process variables, such as the 
teacher's classroom behavior, students' classroom behavior, and 
the interaction of the two. (p. 17). 
In the 1960s a movement aimed at criticizing and improving 
college teaching swept the nation. The movement erupted from the 
disenchantment of thousands of college students. Gage and Berliner 
(1975) discussed the movement and stated "The movement has gone by 
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several names: the new romanticism, open schooling, alternative 
educational systems, and others. We shall use the term humanistic 
education" (p. 629). 
In describing a humanistic teacher, Newcomb (1979) stated: 
Humanistic teachers are more than purveyors of facts. They know 
that technology is expanding too quickly for anyone to teach or 
try to learn all the facts. Therefore, they work to help people 
learn how to solve problems rather than remember the solutions of 
others. They are guides, philosophers and friends to students, 
(p. 19). 
Newcomb also stated that effective teachers have positive 
self-concepts and that they know their own values, feelings, fears, 
and hopes. The mission of teachers is to help others to be successful 
rather than to be failures. 
Good (1983) gave credit to a 1968 study by Rosenthal and 
Jacobson that created an interest in studying teacher behaviors as a 
source of explaining student performance. The effect that Rosenthal 
and Jacobson (1968) had on the profession can best be summed up by the 
following: 
To anticipate briefly the nature of this new evidence it is 
enough to say that 20 percent of the children in a certain 
elementary school were reported to their teachers as showing 
unusual potential for intellectual growth. The names of these 20 
percent of the children were drawn by means of a table of random 
numbers, which is to say that the names were drawn out of a hat. 
Eight months later these unusual or "magic" children showed 
12 
significantly greater gains in IQ than did the remaining children 
who had not been singled out for the teachers' attention. The 
change in the teachers' expectations regarding the intellectual 
performance of these allegedly "special" children had led to an 
actual change in the intellectual performance of these randomly 
selected children (Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968, p. vii-viii). 
According to Good, "Rosenthal and Jacobson did much to create interest 
in studying teaching behaviors as a possible determinant of student 
performance" (p. 44). 
Aleamoni and Yimer (19-73), Braunstein, Klein, and Pachla (1973), 
Centra (1977), and Overall and Marsh (1979) investigated the idea of 
teacher effectiveness and its relationship to student achievement. 
Even though these studies established a slightly positive 
relationship, Good (1983) stated that most of the researchers have 
overlooked the concept of teacher behavior, as viewed by the students, 
as having an impact on achievement. This view was also shared by 
Medley (1977). He said: "By and large, the researchers do not seem 
to be studying the teacher behaviors that the educators regard as 
important. There is overlap, but the lists are far from congruent" 
(p. 66). 
Silvernail (1979) pointed to early studies by Medley and Mitzel 
(1958) and Flanders (1960) as defining teacher behavior traits that 
could be categorized, observed and recorded. Observation Schedule and 
Record (OScAR) was published by Medley and Mitzel in 1958. Flanders 
published the Interaction Analysis Categories System (FIAC) in 1960. 
The FIAC contains the ten following categories: accepts feelings, 
praises or encourages, accepts or uses ideas of pupils, asks 
questions, lecturing, giving directions, criticizing or justifying 
authority, pupil-talk-response, pupil-talk-initiation, and silence or 
confusion. The first seven items were grouped by Flanders into 
teacher talk, the next two items into pupil talk, and the last item 
into silence. Using the Flanders' system, an observer codes into the 
proper category all teacher and student talk. Flanders (1970), who 
pioneered the Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories (FIAC), has 
collected enough evidence on teacher behaviors to show evidence that 
even the mere exposure (accurate description) to one's teaching 
behaviors is enough to develop a need to change. 
These studies led to the development of new instruments to 
measure and record teacher behayiors, therefore arming researchers 
with new tools to examine the effects of teaching behaviors on pupil 
achievement. However, Rosenshine (1976) pointed out that "Fewer than 
25 studies have been conducted on any specific variable such as 
teacher praise or teacher questions, and these studies are spread 
across all grade levels, subject areas and student backgrounds" (p. 
61). The 20-odd studies cited by Rosenshine (1976) were broken down 
into the following teacher behavior categories: questioning, 
tutoring, levels of implementation, generic and specific skills, time, 
student inattention, and others. The majority of these studies were 
centered around elementary teachers and students. 
A number of variables, including those related to teaching 
behaviors, have been manipulated by researchers investigating the 
relationships of these variables to student achievement. Rosenshine 
and Furst (1973) identified nine variables that were correlated with 
student achievement. The nine variables were: 
1. clarity, 
2. variability, 
3. enthusiasm, 
4. task-oriented achievement and/or businesslike behavior, 
5. criticism, 
6. teacher indirectness, 
7. student opportunity to learn criterion material, 
8. use of structuring comments, and 
9. multiple levels of questions or cognitive discourse. 
Gage and Berliner (1975) through their work investigated four 
kinds of teacher behaviors. These four were: 
1. structuring, 
2. questioning, 
3. probing, and 
4. rewarding. 
They found that structuring was related to achievement in both 
pre-college and college populations; questioning seemed to keep 
students actively involved; and rewarding was positively correlated 
with pre-college achievement. 
Studies conducted by Eble (1970) and Hildebrand and Wilson 
(1970) found five characteristics highly comparable with one another 
and identified with effective teaching. The five characteristics 
were: 
1. clarity of organization, interpretation and explanation, 
2. encouragement of class discussion and the presentation of 
diverse points of view, 
3. stimulation of students' interest, motivation and thinking, 
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4. manifestation of attentiveness to and interest in students, 
and 
5. manifestation of enthusiasm. 
Participation, humor, encouragement, praise, and momentum were 
identified by Caruso (1982) as the five highest ranked enthusiastic 
behaviors out of twenty behaviors that were classified by students and 
teachers. 
Williams and Ware (1976) found that teachers coached to show more 
enthusiasm were rated higher and produced greater student learning 
than teachers with less enthusiasm. 
Aleamoni (1981) discussed the implications of measuring teacher 
behavior. 
If the purpose of gathering student ratings is to produce 
measures that require considerable inference from what is seen or 
heard in the classroom to the labelling of the behavior, then 
higher inference measures are needed. These measures are 
obtained as ratings of the instructor on scales such as 
"partial-fair," "autocratic-democratic," or "dull-stimulating" 
(Rosenshine, 1970). Such Measures are appropriate when making 
summative (final and global) decisions about the instructor 
and/or the instruction (p.119). 
Aleamoni (1981) cited seven, extraneous variables that faculty 
members think can affect student ratings. The variables were: 
1. size of the class, 
2. sex of the student and the instructor, 
3. time of day the course was offered, 
4. whether the student was taking the course as a requirement or 
as an elective, 
5. whether the student was a major or a nonmajor, 
6. level of the course (freshman, sophomore, junior, senior, 
graduate), and 
7. rank of the instructor (instructor, assistant professor, 
associate professor, professor) (pp. 113-115). 
The size of the class and its relationship to student evaluations 
have been investigated in a number of studies. Faculty members tend 
to believe that instructors in larger classes may receive lower 
student ratings based on the concept that students generally prefer 
smaller classes (Aleamoni, 1981). Although Crittenden, Norr, and 
LeBailly (1975), Downie (1952), Gage (1961), Lovell and Haner (1955), 
and Scott (1977) found evidence to support this idea, Aleamoni and 
Graham (1974), Jiobu and Pollis (1971), and Solomon (1966) found no 
relationship between class size and student ratings. Curvilinear 
relationships between student evaluations and class size were reported 
by Kohlan (1973), Marsh, Overall, and Kesler (1979), and Wood, Linsky, 
and Straus (1974). 
Regarding the sex of the students and the relationship to faculty 
ratings, research conducted by Doyle and Whitley (1974) and Isaacson 
et al. (1964) found no difference between faculty ratings made by male 
or female students. Bendig (1952) found female students to be more 
critical of male teachers. In addition to these findings, Elmore and 
LaPointe (1974), Kohlan (1973), and McKeachie, Lin, and Mann (1971) 
reported that female students rated instructors higher on some 
subscales than did their male counterparts. 
As to the time of day the course was offered, Aleamoni (1981) 
stated that there has been a limited amount of research on the 
relationship of the time of day a course was offered and student 
ratings. "The small amount of research in the area indicates that the 
time of day the course is offered does not influence student ratings" 
(p. 114). 
Whether the student was taking the course as a requirement or as 
an elective and the impact on student ratings was investigated by Gage 
(1961), and Lovell and Haner (1955). These researchers found that 
students required to take a course tended to rate the course lower 
than those students taking the course as an elective. Contrary to 
these findings, Heilman and Armentrout (1936) found no difference 
between students' ratings of required courses and elective courses. 
Rayder (1968), utilizing 87 instructors and 4,285 students, 
concluded that "Student ratings of instructors were not substantially 
related to student's sex, age, grade level, major area, GPA or 
grade(s) previously received from the instructor they rated" (p. 78). 
A negative relationship between teaching experience and student ratings 
was also reported in the same study by Rayder (1968). 
The level of the course has been investigated by Lehmann (1966) 
and Stewart and Malpass (1966). They found no significant 
relationship between the students' classification and ratings given to 
instructors. However, Aleamoni and Graham (1974), Anikeef (1953), 
Downie (1952), Gage (1961), Jiobu and Pollis (1971), Kohlan (1973), 
and Lovell and Haner (1955) found that graduate and upper division 
students tend to rate instructors more favorably than lower division 
students. 
Downie (1952) and Gage (1961) found that students rated higher 
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ranked faculty members more favorably than lower ranked faculty 
members. Aleamoni and Graham (1974), Aleamoni and Yimer (1973), and 
Linsky and Straus (1975) found no significant relationship between 
instructor rank and student ratings. 
From the introduction and the review of literature on teacher 
behavior, the following was determined: 
1. In an attempt to explain why some students achieve more than 
other students, researchers stopped looking at the teachers' 
demographic type of variables and began looking at the teaching 
behavior of the teacher. 
2. Numerous variables that have been assumed to be related to 
student achievement and teacher behavior have been investigated. Most 
of these studies have not been conducted with college populations. 
3. University faculty members' beliefs about some extraneous 
variables that affect student ratings are unfounded by some studies 
and supported by others. 
How does feedback on teaching behavior effect the teacher? The 
findings to date on this topic are discussed in the next section. 
Effect of Feedback on Teaching Behavior 
Tuckman (1976a) defined the term feedback as "the mechanism by 
which we gain knowledge of the results of our behavior" (p. 341). Daw 
and Gage (1967) hypothesized that the evaluation by others is an 
important part of the process of behavior modification. To support 
this concept, Clark and Bergstrom (1983) cited ten research studies 
that found that student ratings, in the form of feedback, had been 
shown to produce changes in the teachers. 
"In an article in the bulletin of the American Association 
of University Professors, McKeachie (1969) claimed that college 
instructors could benefit by the systematic feedback of student 
appraisals in order to improve their performance" (Braunstein et al., 
p. 254). 
Tuckman and Oliver (1968), using 286 vocational teachers, found 
after a 12 week period that those teachers who received feedback 
showed greater gain in student ratings than those who did not receive 
feedback. 
However, Miller (1971), found no difference between midterm and 
end of the semester feedback. In the study, Miller used graduate 
teaching assistants and feedback and control groups. 
Pambookian (1974) stated "Feedback as a means of bringing about 
positive change in, and improving, college instruction must be further 
investigated...to appraise its definitive role in teacher preparation 
and improvement" (p. 55). 
The use of teacher self-ratings with student feedback as a means 
of instructional improvement was advocated by Centra (1973a). 
Utilization of these two kinds of measurements would highlight 
discrepancies. 
Overall and Marsh (1979) found that instructors who received 
feedback at midterm were rated higher, as a group, than those 
instructors who did not receive student feedback. Their results 
provide a basis that "instructors found the feedback mechanism a 
useful source of information on which to base (a) assessments of their 
own instructional effectiveness by midterm and (b) plans for changes 
in their conduct of the class responsive to student needs" (Overall 
and Marsh, 1979, p. 863). 
Marsh, et al. (1975) offered support to the idea of validity and 
usefulness of student evaluations. They also reported that feedback 
from students provides instructors with information to improve 
ratings. 
"Student ratings are affected by the teacher's personality,'but 
those personality variables affecting student ratings also influence 
learning" (McKeachie, 1978, p. 267). 
The ways that an individual uses feedback were discussed by 
Braunstein, ct al. (1973). 
When an individual is exposed to a view of his own behavior 
which is different from his self-concept, he has a choice of 
modifying the self-concept or changing his behavior (thus, 
ultimately modifying the views of others). A third choice 
might be to minimize the value of the whole procedure, (p. 
258). 
Braunstein, et al. (1973) also addressed the likelihood of 
student feedback changing a professor's behavior. They stated: 
"Whether or not the provision of student feedback data changes a 
professor's behavior may be a function of his interest in improving 
the effectiveness of his own teaching" (p.254). 
Centra (1973b) reported "That only those teachers who rated 
themselves much better than did their students change after receiving 
midsemester feedback" (p. 399). Centra proposed that perhaps two sets 
of student evaluations were needed before the teacher would recognize 
a weakness and take action to improve that weakness. 
According to Overall and Marsh (1979), "McKeachie and Lin (1975), 
provide solid empirical evidence suggesting that written feedback 
offered at midterm can have a significant impact on students' 
perception of instructional effectiveness and on the cognitive and 
affective outcomes they attain" (p. 864). 
"We believe that the effect of feedback will be specific and is 
more likely to be apparent if separate measures on several* dimensions 
are used rather than a single global measure" (McKeachie and Lin, 
1975, p. 2). 
Clark and Bergstrom (1983) investigated the following five 
methods of providing feedback to teachers: 
1. videotaping, 
2. Bellack feedback, 
3. student covert reactions, 
4. selective verbatim of classroom questions, and 
5. student questionnaires. 
Of these five methods, Clark and Bergstrom found that student 
questionnaires were most likely to produce changes in the teachers. 
"If a teacher is to receive feedback it should be novel, credible, 
relevant, and related to student learning" (Clark and Bergstrom, 1983, 
p. 15). 
Tuckman and Yates (1980) used a modification of the original 
Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form in a study that investigated modifying 
student teachers' teaching style. The findings suggested that student 
teachers modified their teaching styles as a result of student 
feedback. "Quantified feedback from students based on their 
perception (as opposed to their evaluations) of teachers can play an 
important role in teacher training process and perhaps in the 
supervision process as well" (Tuckman and Yates, 1980, p. 77). 
Gage and Berliner (1975) stated that "the student's own 
evaluation is the only meaningful judgement of his work....feelings 
are as important as facts, and learning how to feel is as important as 
how to think" (p. 629). 
From the review of literature on the effect of feedback on 
teaching behavior, it was determined that: 
1. University professors benefit from systematic feedback from 
student evaluations. 
2. Some university professors tend to modify their behavior as a 
result of receiving student feedback, while others do not. 
3. Various kinds of feedback to teachers have been investigated 
and the use of student evaluations as a source of feedback has been 
shown by research as an effective means to improve teacher 
performance. 
Is there a relationship between research productivity and 
teaching behavior of a university professor? This relationship is 
discussed in the next section of the review of literature. 
Relationship of Research Productivity and Teaching Behavior 
Regarding the relationship of research productivity and teaching 
behavior, positive correlations were found by Maslow and Zimmerman 
(1956) and McGrath (1962). However, Aleamoni and Yimer (1973), Linsky 
and Straus (1975), and Voeks (1962) found no significant relationship 
between the instructors' research productivity and student rating of 
teacher effectiveness. In the study conducted by Aleamoni and Yimer 
(1973) they also found no significant relationship between an 
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instructor's research productivity and colleagues' rating of their 
teaching effectiveness. 
Stallings and Singhal (1970) used a point value system to 
establish a publication score for faculty members in a study they 
conducted using 249 professors at two different universities. They 
took into account whether the publications were books, articles, 
technical reports, bulletins, or book reviews. The researchers also 
utilized two different student evaluation instruments. One instrument 
was reported by the researchers as being highly reliable. The other 
instrument was of unknown reliability. They found a small, 
statistically significant, linear relationship between the publication 
score and student evaluations (with the reliable instrument) for a 
given time period. 
Dent and Lewis (1976) conducted a study that investigated the 
relationship of student evaluation scores with data obtained from the 
Social Science Citation Index for 90 faculty members in four academic 
departments at one university. A multivariate analysis of variance 
yielded no significant correlations between teacher evaluations by 
students and academic rank, total number of publications, number of 
citations by colleagues within the same discipline, number of 
citations outside of the discipline, number of years the subject had 
published, earliest citations, most recent citations, and total number 
of years the publications had been cited. "The results of this study 
add to the literature already available in that the lack of 
relationship between scholarship and teaching effectiveness is 
supported" (p. 10). 
In the study conducted by Aleamoni and Yimer (1973) they 
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investigated the relationship of student ratings to research 
productivity for 477 professors. They utilized the weighting scheme 
developed by Stallings and Singhal (1970). The researchers found that 
student ratings were not related to the instructors' research 
productivity. They also found that colleague ratings failed to show a 
significant relationship with publications. 
In the agricultural education profession, agricultural teacher 
educators publish in various journals. However, certain journals are 
recognized by agricultural teacher educators as having a direct link 
to the profession. A study was conducted by Moore (1982) to recognize 
those agricultural teacher educators who had excelled in disseminating 
knowledge in the agricultural education profession in selected 
journals. "The three main avenues for dissemination of research in 
agricultural education are The Agricultural Education Magazine, The 
Journal of the American Association of Teacher Educators in 
Agriculture, and the National Agricultural Education Research 
Meetings" (p. 9). 
From the review of literature on the relationship of research 
productivity and teaching behavior it was determined that research 
productivity of university professors has no strong correlation with 
student evaluations of instructional effectiveness. 
CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
The research methodology for the study was divided into the 
following segments: 
1. Design of the Study 
2• Instrumentation 
a. Validity 
b. Inter-Rater Validity 
3. Population 
4. Subpopulation 
5. Procedure 
6. Data Collection 
7. Administration of Feedback 
8. Research Productivity Scores 
9. Non-Respondents 
10. Mortality 
11. Analysis of Data 
Design of the Study 
The design of the study was an experimental pretest posttest 
control group design (Campbell and Stanley, 1963). 
R 0X X 02 
R °3 °4 
Where: 
R = random assignment 
0^ = initial assessment of agricultural teacher educators who 
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received feedback 
0^ = final assessment of agricultural teacher educators who 
received feedback (treatment) 
Og = initial assessment of agricultural teacher educators who did 
not receive feedback 
0^ = final assessment of agricultural teacher educators who 
did not receive feedback (control) 
X = treatment (student feedback) 
Instrumentation 
The principal instrument used in this study was developed by Dr. 
Bruce W. Tuckman (1971) and is entitled "The Tuckman Teacher Feedback 
Form (TTFF)" (Appendix A). The instrument was copyrighted by the 
author in 1971. The researcher secured permission to use the TTFF 
from the original author via a personal telephone conservation in 
February, 1984. A letter (Appendix B) was solicited and received from 
Dr. Tuckman giving his permission to use the form for this study. 
Validity 
The TTFF was originally designed to provide teacher-to-teacher 
feedback on teacher behavior. The TTFF is a seven point, 28 item 
semantic differential form that generates four dimensions relating to 
teacher behavior. The four dimensions are: 
1. creativity, 
2. dynamism (energy plus dominance), 
3. organized demeanor, and 
4. warmth and acceptance. 
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The 28 items "began as a long 'laundry list' of adjectives, each 
chosen to describe a human element in teaching and each paired with an 
approximate opposite," (Tuckman, 1976a, p. 342). Eighty teachers, 
administrators, and full-time graduate students were used by Tuckman 
to rate graduate level instructors. This data were analyzed by means 
of factor analysis, a statistically procedure that allows the 
researcher to measure numerically when different items mean the same 
thing to the same person. All pairs may not represent complete 
opposites. Because of ambiguity, perfect opposites would be difficult 
to obtain without pairing a word with its negative. "This was avoided 
because, informationally, it is like giving only one adjective. All 
paris used represent opposites in some meaningful sense." (Tuckman, 
1976a, p.342). 
According to Tuckman (1976b), "The dimensions refet to the 
teacher's means of interpersonal classroom management, that is, how he 
or she deals with issues of control, ambiguity, and interaction" (p. 
233). 
Yates (1978) defined the four dimensions as: 
1. Creativity: A teacher who is exciting, original and modern, 
who tries new ideas as often as possible. 
2. Dynamism: A teacher who is viewed by students as being an 
outgoing and lively person who reflects energetic qualities. 
3. Organized Demeanor: A teacher who is rated by students as 
being well-organized, clear, orderly, and efficient. 
4. Warmth and Acceptance: A teacher who is seen as a likable, 
warm and thoughtful person by students, who is also patient and polite 
to students. 
The TTFF is "a procedure for eliciting and describing an 
observer's constructionof a teacher's behaviors" (Tuckman, 1976b, p. 
233). 
The form was selected for this study due to its simplicity. The 
four dimensions measured by the TTFF were assumed by the researcher 
to be an important measure of teaching behavior. "The instrument is 
short and efficient; as a measure of teacher style or behavior, it 
can be expected to be more objective than self-report instruments and 
easier than coding procedures" (Tuckman, 1976b, p. 236). 
The TTFF has been correlated with the Pedagogic Competency 
Instrument, a device designed to measure the competence of a teacher 
planning and executing a lesson. The correlations averaged .60. All 
four dimensions measured by the TTFF were significantly related to 
pedagogic competency (Tuckman, 1976b). 
The original TTFF (Appendix A) was modified by the researcher. 
Twenty-four undergraduate students (in a sophomore level course in 
the College of Agriculture) and graduate students and professors in 
the Department of Agricultural Education at Louisiana State 
University were asked to critique the TTFF for clarity and 
comprehension. The groups involved suggested that two words on the 
TTFF were confusing and could lead to misinterpretation by the 
student respondents. The two words were "Iconoclastic" (item seven) 
and "Capricious" (item eleven). "Iconoclastic" was changed to "Image 
breaking" and "Capricious" was changed to "Cautious" by the 
researcher for clarity. 
The scoring of the four dimensions on the TTFF can be found in 
Appendix A. The minimum score is 1 and the maximum score is A3 for 
each of the four dimensions. Higher scores indicate that the teacher 
perceive and/or the students perceive the teacher possesses more of 
that characteristic in that particular dimension. 
Reliability 
Internal Consistency. 
A pilot test involving 12 students, in a class taught by 
the researcher, was conducted to assess the usability of the TTFF for 
the study and to obtain initial reliability estimate. The 
reliability coefficients of the modified instrument (Cronbach's 
alpha) for the pilot test were as follows: creativity (.74), 
organized demeanor (.68), dynamism (.75), and warmth and acceptance 
(.81). Reliability coefficients for the 75 agricultural teacher 
educators and the 949 students on the initial assessment in this 
study can be found in the findings chapter. 
Inter-Rater Agreement 
Fabian (1975), using the scores of 62 vocational teachers on the 
four dimensions of the TTFF, reported inter-rater reliability 
coefficients as follows: 
1. creativity = .62 
2. dynamism = .77 
3. organized demeanor = .67 
4. warmth and acceptance = .38 
Cochran and Tuckman (1976), in another study, reported the 
following inter-rater reliabilities: .75, .68, .22, and .53, 
respectively. 
Population 
The population of agricultural teacher educators, as listed in 
the Directory of Agricultural Teacher Educators (Rogers, 1983-1984), 
was used for this study. The directory listed 360 agricultural 
teacher educators. A panel of experts consisting of Dr. Michael F. 
Burnett, Dr. Joe W. Kotrlik, and Dr. Gary E. Moore, assisted the 
researcher in eliminating those agricultural teacher educators who did 
not have primary assignment in agricultural education. The researcher 
excluded the one agricultural teacher educator in Alaska and the two 
agricultural teacher educators in Puerto Rico (Hawaii was not listed 
as having an agricultural teacher education program). Only those 
agricultural teacher educators that held the academic rank of 
assistant professor, associate professor, or professor were included 
in the population. From these limitations, the frame for the 
population was narrowed to 251 agricultural teacher educators. 
Subpopulation 
The subpopulation was defined as all those agricultural teacher 
educators who taught at least one class, undergraduate or graduate, 
that met on a regularly scheduled basis for the entire spring semester 
or spring quarter 1984. 
Agricultural teacher educators not included in the subpopulation 
were those on sabbatical, those who taught and/or supervised student 
teachers only, those who taught seminars and/or special problems types 
of courses only, those who were assigned full time to research and/or 
administrative roles only, instructors, teaching assistants, graduate 
teaching assistants, and the five agricultural teacher educators at 
Louisiana State University. 
All 90 of the universities in the continental United States cited 
by Rogers (1983-1984) offering a degree in agricultural education were 
contacted by telephone to determine the following: 
1. number of agricultural teacher educators on staff that taught 
courses during the spring quarter or spring semester 1984, 
2. the rank of the agricultural teacher educators, 
3. what system (quarter or semester) the university was 
utilizing and the starting and ending dates of the spring quarter or 
spring semester, and 
4. number of courses each agricultural teacher educator taught 
and the title of each course. 
Procedure 
After the telephone conversations, it was determined that 97 
of the original 251 agricultural teacher educators identified in the 
frame met the requirements listed on the preceding page. Sixty-nine 
of these agricultural teacher educators were on the semester system 
and 28 agricultural teacher educators were on the quarter system. All 
97 agricultural teacher educators were included in the sample to 
ensure large enough sample sizes in each of the three academic ranks 
(assistant professors, associate professors, and professors). The 
nature of the study (asking the agricultural teacher educators to use 
a portion of their class time to complete the instrument) was also 
taken into consideration in the decision to use all 97 agricultural 
teacher educators. 
A brief summary of the data collection is appropriate before the 
detailed step by step procedure. The agricultural teacher educators 
were asked to fill out the TTFF entitled "Teacher Educator Form" 
(Appendix H) to determine their self-perceptions of their teaching 
behavior. The agricultural teacher educator's students were ask to 
fill out the "Student Form" (Appendix D) to determine the students' 
perceptions of the agricultural teacher educators' teaching behavior. 
One-half of the population was randomly selected to receive feedback 
in the form of their students' perceptions and the teacher educator's 
self-perceptions. At the end of the semester or quarter, the teacher 
educators were contacted again and asked to repeat the process. 
Data Collection 
The agricultural teacher educators were divided into the 
following three groups: 
1. assistant professors, 
2. associate professors, and 
3. professors. 
Each of the three groups was randomly assigned to the treatment 
group (agricultural teacher educators to receive feedback) or the 
control group (no feedback). 
The starting and ending dates of the classes that the 
agricultural teacher educators taught were different depending upon 
the type of system (semester or quarter). The 97 agricultural teacher 
educators were contacted by letter (on February 20 for those on the 
semester system and April 2 for those on the quarter system) and asked 
to participate in the study (Appendix C). 
The agricultural teacher educators were asked to administer the 
instrument (Appendix D) to the class that was randomly selected for 
the agricultural teacher educator by the researcher. The class for 
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the individual agricultural teacher educators were identified during 
the telephone contact to the universities. A set of directions 
(Appendix E) was furnished with a step by step procedure for the 
agricultural teacher educator and the students to follow in coding and 
filling out the computer sheets (Appendix F). 
The agricultural teacher educators were also asked to complete a 
demographic information sheet (Appendix G) as well as an instrument 
(Appendix H) to determine their self-perceptions of their own teaching 
behavior. The agricultural teacher educators were asked to complete 
the procedure (during the week of Feb. 27 - March 2 for the semester 
system and April 9-13 for the quarter system) and return the 
instruments in a self-addressed stamped envelope. The return 
envelopes were coded to provide a means of contacting non-respondents. 
The individual student responses on the National Computer System 
(NCS) Trans-Optic computer sheets (Appendix F) were coded with a three 
digit code number by the researcher to identify the agricultural 
teacher educator and to identify it as a student response when the 
material was returned. The teacher educator form was transferred to a 
computer sheet by the researcher along with the following information: 
1. Three digit code number (assistant professors 0-49, associate 
professors 51-99, and professors 100-150). 
2. Group (0 = student response, 1 = agricultural teacher 
educator response). 
3. Rank (assistant professor = 1, associate professor = 2, and 
professor = 3). 
4. Number of students in class (00-99). 
5. Course level (freshman = 1, sophomore = 2, junior = 3, 
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senior = 4, graduate = 5, other = 6). 
6. Control or treatment group (no feedback = 0, feedback = 1). 
7. Semester or quarter system (semester = 0, quarter = 1). 
Initial response was received from 63 agricultural teacher 
educators (44 on the semester system and 19 on the quarter system) or 
64.9%. A telephone follow-up was used and all non-respondents were 
either contacted personally by the researcher or a message was left 
for them to contact the researcher. An additional 12 agricultural 
teacher educators responded (eight on the semester system and four on 
the quarter system). This yielded a total initial response of 75 
agricultural teacher educators or 77.3%. Data in Table 1 depict the 
initial response rate of the agricultural teacher educators by 
academic rank, treatment and control groups, percentages of the 
totals, and attrition rates. 
The treatment group was contacted by letter (March 15 for the 
semester system and April 30 for the quarter system). The letter 
(Appendix I) explained the four selected dimensions of teaching 
behavior and each agricultural teacher educator in the treatment group 
was furnished with a summary of their students' responses (Appendix 
J). The data mailed to the agricultural teacher educators in the 
treatment group contained the student response means for the four 
selected teaching behaviors and the means for the self-perceptions of 
the individual agricultural teacher educator. The agricultural 
teacher educators in the control group were not given this 
information. 
The agricultural teacher educators were contacted again (April 
16 for the semester system and May 21 for the quarter system) by 
Table 1 
Initial and Final Assessment Response Rate 
Original 
sample Respondents 
Initial assessment Final assessment 
Rank 
Treat- Treat­
ment Control ment Control 
group group group group Total 
n n n 
Treat­
ment Control Drop-
group group Total outs 
Assistant 25 13 12 10 11 21 84.0 7 11 18 72.0 3 14.29 
Associate 27 14 13 12 10 22 81.5 10 8 18 66.7 4 18.18 
Professor 45 23 22 16 16 32 71.1 12 14 26 57.8 6 18.75 
Totals 97 50 47 38 37 75 77.3 29 33 62 63.9 13 17.33 
u> 
Ln 
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letter (Appendix K) and asked to repeat the administration of the TTFF 
(April 30 - May 4 for the semester system and May 28 - June 1 for the 
quarter system) utilizing the same class and section. The procedures 
were the same as described previously except the agricultural teacher 
educators were not asked to complete a demographic data form. In 
addition to using the same coding procedures on the computer sheets as 
described above, the computer sheets were coded in such a manner to 
indicate final assessment results. Sixty-two of the original 97 
agricultural teacher educators or 63.9% participated in both the 
initial and final assessment. Data in Table 1 reveal the final 
assessment response rate (63.9%) as compared to the initial assessment 
response rate (77.3%) of the agricultural teacher educators. 
The demographic data on each of the agricultural teacher 
educators were coded onto IBM code sheets and keypunched by the 
researcher. This Information, along with the research productivity 
scores, was transferred to a computer tape for data analysis. The 
computer sheets (Appendix F) were scanned by an optical scanner in the 
Measurement and Evaluation Center at Louisiana State University. The 
data was stored on a computer tape. A computer program designed to 
score each student's response and mean responses was set up by the 
researcher and the Experimental Statistics Department at Louisiana 
State University. 
Administration of Feedback 
Feedback was administered by contacting the agricultural teacher 
educators in the feedback group by letter (Appendix I). The feedback 
letter defined the four dimensions of teaching behavior, as measured 
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by the instrument. The agricultural teacher educators in the feedback 
group were furnished with their self-perceptions and the students' 
mean perceptions, for each dimension of teaching behavior, by using a 
graph (Appendix J). 
Research Productivity Scores 
Research productivity of the agricultural teacher educators in 
this study was determined by considering five variables. The five 
variables were: 
1. Books 
2. Chapters in books 
3. Articles (Refereed) 
a. Journal of American Association of Teacher Educators in 
Agriculture (AATEA) 
b. Journal of Vocational Education Research (JVER) 
4. Articles (Non-refereed) 
a. The Agricultural Education Magazine 
b. VocEd, Journal of the American Vocational Association 
5. Papers presented at the National Agricultural Education 
Research Meeting (NAERM) 
The agricultural teacher educators in the study were asked on the 
demographic information sheet (Appendix G) to list all books and 
chapters in books that they had written. The journal articles were 
found by completing a computer search utilizing the Educational 
Resources Information Center (ERIC) for each agricultural teacher 
educator. The papers presented at the National Agricultural Education 
Research Meeting were found by searching through the NAERM programs. 
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The research productivity scores for each individual agricultural 
teacher educator were placed on IBM code sheets and keypunched by the 
researcher. 
The point value for each of the five variables was derived from 
Stalling and Singhal (1970) and a panel of experts. The panel of 
experts consisted of Dr. Michael F. Burnett, Dr. Charlie M. Curtis, 
Dr. Joe W. Kotrlik and Dr. Gary E. Moore, faculty members in the 
Agricultural Education Department at Louisiana State University. The 
agricultural teacher educators were given nine points for each book 
that they had authored, two points for each chapter in a book, three 
points for each article in the Journal of American Association of 
Teacher Educators in Agriculture and/or the Journal of Vocational 
Education Research, two points for each article in The Agricultural 
Education Magazine and/or the VocEd, Journal of the American 
Vocational Association, and three points for each paper presented at 
the National Agricultural Education Research Meeting. A consensus of 
the panel of experts derived the final point values used by the 
researcher for the study. The point values for dual authors and three 
or more authors can be found in Table 2. The weight of the points 
values ranges from a high of nine points for writing a book to a low 
of .67 points for more than two authors writing a non-refereed article 
and more than two authors writing a chapter in a book. 
The point values for each of the agricultural teacher educators 
were obtained over a five year period (January 1, 1979 - December 31, 
1983). 
Table 2 
Point Values Assigned to Research Productivity 
Single Co- Three or more 
Source author authored authors 
Books 9.0 4.5 3.00 
Chapters in books 2.0 1.0 0.67 
Articles (refereed) 3.0 1.5 1.00 
Articles (non-refereed) 2.0 1.0 0.67 
Papers (NAERM) 3.0 1.5 1.00 
Non-respondent s 
The 22 non-respondents (17 on the semester system and five on 
the quarter system) who did not respond on the initial assessment were 
contacted by letter on May 15, 1984 (Appendix L). The non-respondents 
were contacted to determine if self-perceptions of their teaching 
behavior were significantly different from that of the agricultural 
teacher educators that participated in the study. The agricultural 
teacher educators were asked to complete the instrument (Appendix M) 
used to measure the perceptions of the individual agricultural teacher 
educators' teaching behavior. One agricultural teacher educator (of 
the 22) was classified as a respondent but the data were unusable 
because the materials were given to an instructor to participate in 
the study. The instructor's information was collected but not used in 
the study. 
Thirteen of the 22 non-respondents, or 59%, responded. One of 
the responses could not be used. Data in Table 3 display the initial 
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self-perceptions of the non-respondents and respondents. The range of 
mean scores for the respondents was 28.08 for the dimension of 
creativity to 34.99 for the dimension of warmth and acceptance. The 
range of mean scores for the non-respondents was 32.00 for the 
dimension of creativity to 35.00 for the dimension of warmth and 
acceptance. 
The non-respondents were significantly different from the 
respondents on two of the four dimensions. The non-respondents 
perceived themselves to be significantly more creative, t/85 = 2.1091, 
£<.05. The non-respondents also perceived themselves to be 
significantly more dynamic, t_(85) = 2.4464, £<.05. 
Table 3 
Agricultural Teacher Educators' Initial Self-Perceptions; 
Non-Respondents and Respondents 
Dimension 
Respondents Non-Respondents 
MD P n M SD ii M SD 
Creativity 75 28.08 6.13 12 32.00 4.84 3.92 .0379* 
Dynamism 75 28.20 6.04 11 32.82 4.19 4.62 
•k 
.0165 
Organized 
demeanor 75 34.99 3.89 12 34.17 6.45 0.82 .5419 
Warmth and 
acceptance 75 34.60 4.50 12 35.00 3.13 0.40 .7680 
Note. MD •= mean difference 
Mortality 
Mortality in the study was defined as those agricultural teacher 
educators and their students who participated on the initial 
assessment but did not participate on the final assessment. The 13 
agricultural teacher educators (three assistant professors, four 
associate professors, and six professors) and their students who 
completed the initial assessment but failed to complete the final 
assessment (mortality) were compared to the 62 agricultural teacher 
educators and their students that completed both the initial and the 
final assessment. Data in Table 4 display the agricultural teacher 
educators' self-perceptions. The range of mean scores for the 
respondents was 27.84 for the dimension of creativity to 34.87 for the 
dimension of organized demeanor. The range of means scores for the 
mortality group was 28.69 for the dimension of dynamism to 35.54 for 
the dimensions of organized demeanor and warmth and acceptance. The 
data in Table 5 display the students' self-perceptions comparison 
between the two groups. The range of mean scores for the respondents 
was 26.70 for the dimension of creativity to 34.66 for the dimension 
of warmth and acceptance. The range of mean scores for the mortality 
group was 28.06 for the dimension of dynamism to 36.96 for the 
dimension of warmth and acceptance. 
Table 4 
Comparison of Self-Perceptions of the Agricultural Teacher Educators: 
Respondents and Mortality 
Respondents Mortality 
Dimension n M SD n M SD MD 1? 
Creativity 62 27.84 6.43 13 29.23 4.46 1.39 .4603 
Dynamism 62 28.10 5.99 13 28.69 6.47 0.59 .7488 
Organized 
demeanor 62 34.87 3.88 13 35.54 4.03 0.67 .5771 
Warmth and 
acceptance 62 34.40 4.55 13 35.54 4.31 1.14 .4119 
Note. MD = mean difference. 
Table 5 
Comparison of the Initial Student Mean Perceptions: Respondents and 
Mortality 
Respondents Mortality 
Dimension n M SD n M SD MD P 
Creativity 62 26.70 4.13 13 29.62 4.18 2.92 .0233* 
Dynamism 62 27.76 4.48 13 28.06 4.50 0.30 .8255 
Organized 
demeanor 62 33.73 3.16 13 35.19 2.26 1.46 .1197 
Warmth and 
acceptance 62 34.66 3.82 13 36.96 3.91 2.30 .0530 
Note. MD = mean difference. 
There were no significant differences between the responses of 
the respondents and the mortality groups of agricultural teacher 
educators about their self-perceptions to teaching behavior. On the 
student responses, the mean student perception for dimension of 
creativity of the agricultural teacher educators that did not 
participate on the final assessment (mortality group) was 
significantly higher, t/73) = -2.3173, P<.05, than the mean student 
perception of the agricultural teacher educators that completed both 
phases of the study. 
Although the attrition rate was approximately the same for all 
three academic ranks (Table 1), it should be noted that the 
non-respondents and dropouts did differ on certain dimension of 
teaching behavior. Therefore, caution should be exercised in 
interpreting and applying the findings. 
Analysis of Data 
The alpha level was set a priori at the .05 level of 
significance. The demographic information was summarized and 
presented in the form of means and percentages. 
Hypotheses one, two, three, five, and six of the study were 
analyzed utilizing the multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) on 
the Statistical Analysis System (SAS, 1982). The assumptions of the 
MANOVA were employed by the researcher to insure that any differences 
that existed were not due to the dependence of any of the four 
dimensions, as measured by the TTFF, on one another. The MANOVA is an 
extension of univariate analysis of variance to include two or more 
dependent variables in a single analysis (SAS, 1982). Least squares 
means were used instead of raw means. Least squares means are the 
values that one expects for a balanced design. Since an unbalanced 
design was used in this study, least squares analysis was used. 
The fourth hypothesis was analyzed using the Spearman rho 
coefficient of correlation utilizing the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (Nie, N. H., et al., 1975). The research productivity 
scores and the individual scores (both the agricultural teacher 
educators' perceptions and the students' perceptions) on each of the 
four dimensions of teaching behavior were ranked for each agricultural 
teacher educator, therefore, the Spearman coefficient of correlation 
was used. The Spearman coefficient of correlation was also utilized 
as a conservative estimate. 
CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS 
This study was conducted to determine the impact of student 
feedback, in the form of information about students' perceptions of 
four selected dimensions of teacher behavior, on changing the teaching 
behavior of"agricultural teacher educators in the continental United 
States. The study was also concerned with determining the 
relationship between research productivity and the four selected 
dimensions of teacher behavior. 
The findings are reported in the following sections: 
1. Reliability Coefficients for the Study. 
2. Descriptive Statistics. 
a. Student Demographic Data. 
b. Agricultural Teacher Educator Demographic Data. 
3. Comparison of Correlation Matrices. 
4. Results of Analysis of Data for Hypotheses 
a. Hypothesis One. 
b. Hypothesis Two. 
c. Hypothesis Three. 
d. Hypothesis Four. 
e. Hypothesis Five. 
f. Hypothesis Six. 
5. Additional Findings. 
Reliability Coefficients for the Study 
The reliability coefficients for the study are displayed in Table 
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6. The minimum _r value is .74 for the teacher and students on the 
dimension of creativity. The maximum jr value is .87 for the teacher 
educators on the .dimension of dynamism. 
Table 6 
Reliability Coefficients on the Four Dimensions of the Tuckman 
Teacher Feedback Form for the Agricultural Teacher Educators and 
Students 
Dimension 
Teacher 
educators 
n = 75 
Student 
means 
n = 75 
Teacher educators 
and students 
n = 150 
Creativity .84 .73 .74 
Dynamism .87 .75 .76 
Organized 
demeanor .80 .79 .79 
Warmth and 
acceptance .84 .84 .84 
Note. The reliability coefficients were computed using Cronbach's 
alpha. 
Descriptive Statistics 
The demographic data were divided into two parts, namely, 
students and agricultural teacher educators. 
Student Demographic Data 
The student demographic data revealed that 949 students 
participated in the initial assessment. Of the 949 students, 266 
(28.03%) were females, 611 (64.38%) were males, while 72 (7.59%) 
students did not indicate their sex. Data in Table 7 reveal the sex 
of the students who participated on the initial and final assessment. 
Table 7 
Sex of the Students: Initial and Final Assessment 
Initial Final 
n % n % 
Male 611 64, .38 515 67 .76 
Female 266 
C
O
 CM 
.03 216 28, .42 
No response 72 7, .59 29 3, .82 
Totals 949 100, .00 760 o
 
o
 ©
 
o
 
Age was indicated by 864 students. The mean age of students on 
the pretest was 25.48 with a standard deviation of 6.74. The minimum 
value for age was 18 and the maximum value reported was 58 on the 
initial assessment. The minimum value on the final assessment was 18 
and the maximum was 54. Data in Table 8 display the ages of the 
students on the initial and final assessments. 
Over one-third of the students were graduate students. The grade 
level classification for the students can be found in Table 9. 
Almost two-thirds of the students indicated that they were 
majoring and/or minoring in agricultural education, while 
approximately one-third indicated that they were not majoring and/or 
minoring in agricultural education. Data in Table 10 reveal the data 
of agricultural education majors and/or minors and non-majors and/or 
non-minors on the initial and final assessment. 
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Table 8 
Age of Students: Initial and Final Assessment 
Initial Final 
n % M S D n %  M  S D  
Response 864 91.04 25.48 6.74 689 90.66 24.38 6.01 
No response 85 8.96 71 9.34 
Totals 949 100.00 760 100.00 
Table 9 
Grade Classification of the Students: Initial and Final Assessment 
Initial Final 
Grade 
classification n % n % 
Freshman 32 3.37 35 4.61 
Sophomore 99 10.43 95 12.50 
Junior 191 20.13 171 22.50 
Senior 179 18.86 158 20.78 
Graduate 375 39.52 257 33.82 
Other 25 2.63 7 0.92 
No response 48 5.06 37 4.87 
Totals 949 100.00 760 100.00 
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Table 10 
Agricultural Education Majors and/or Minors and Non-Majors and/or 
Non-Minors: Initial and Final Assessment 
Initial Final 
Major-minor 585 61, .64 477 62, .76 
Non-maj or-minor 316 33, .30 233 30. ,66 
No response - 48 5, .06 50 6, .58 
Totals 949 100, .00 760 100. ,00 
Approximately half of the students indicated that they were 
required to take the course while just over 40% indicated that they 
were taking the course as an elective. Data in Table 11 display the 
initial and final assessment of required and elective courses. 
Table 11 
Course Classification: Initial and Final Assessment 
Initial Final 
n % n % 
Required 
Elective 
No response 
Totals 
478 50.37 
419 44.15 
52 5.48 
949 100.00 
414 54.47 
305 40.13 
41 5.40 
760 100.00 
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Agricultural Teacher Educator Demographic Data 
The agricultural teacher educator demographic data revealed that 
21 assistant professors (28.0%), 22 associate professors (29.33%), and 
32 professors (42.66%) participated in the initial assessment. Of the 
75 agricultural teacher educators who responded, 38 (50.66%) received 
feedback and 37 (49.33%) did not receive feedback. A total of 62 
agricultural teacher educators participated on the initial and final 
assessment, 29 (46.77%) received feedback and 33 (54.23%) did not 
receive feedback (Refer to Table 2). 
Twenty-four (32.0%) agricultural teacher educators indicated that 
they were not tenured, while 51 (68.0%) indicated that they were 
tenured. Data in Table 12 reveal the academic rank of the 
agricultural teacher educators who participated and the tenure 
percentages. 
Table 12 
Academic Rank of Tenured and Non-Tenured Participants 
Tenure 
No Yes 
Rank 
Assistant 21 18 
Associate 22 5 
Professor 32 1 
Totals 75 24 
85.71 3 14.29 
22.73 17 77.27 
3.13 31 96.87 
32.00 51 68.00 
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Seventy (93.33%) agricultural teacher educators responded by 
indicating they held a doctoral degree. Five (6.67%) agricultural 
teacher educators held a masters degree. Data in Table 13 display the 
type of degree held by the agricultural teacher educators by academic 
rank. 
Table 13 
Type of Degree Held by the Agricultural Teacher Educators by Academic 
Rank 
Type of Degree 
Doctorate Masters 
Rank n n % n % 
Assistant 21 17 80.95 4 19.05 
Associate 22 21 95.45 1 4.55 
Professor 32 32 100.00 0 0.00 
Totals 75 70 93.33 5 6.67 
The mean number of courses that the agricultural teacher 
educators were teaching who participated in the study during the 1984 
spring semester and spring quarter was 2.79 with SD = 1.23. The mean 
for the assistant professors was 3.25 with SD = 1.41, associate 
professors K = 2.91 and SD = 1.24, and professors M = 2.41 and ^ D = 
1.01. Table 14 reveal the number of classes that the agricultural 
teacher educators who participated were teaching by rank. Eight 
assistant professors, six associate professors, and five professors 
were teaching four or more courses. 
Table 14 
Number of Courses Taught by the Agricultural Teacher Educators by 
Academic Rank 
Academic Rank 
Assistant Associate Professor 
Classes n % n % n % 
1 1 4, .76 2 9, .09 7 21, 
00 00 
2 6 28, .57 8 36, .36 10 31, .25 
3 6 
C
O
 C
M
 
.57 6 
r
-
»
 CN
l 
r
-
C
M
 
10 31, .25 
4 3 14, .29 5 22, .72 5 15, 62 
5 3 14, .29 1 4. ,56 0 0, 
o
 
o
 
6 2 9, .52 0 0. ,00 0 0, 
o
 
o
 
Totals 21 100, .00 22 100. 
o
 
o
 32 100, 
o
 
o
 
The mean number of years in academic rank for the assistant 
professor was 3.65 with SD = 2.52, associate professors M = 4.96 with 
SD = 3.56, and professors M = 8.63 with SD = 5.35. The data in Table 
15 reveal the number of years in academic rank of the agricultural 
teacher educators. 
The mean number of years experience in teacher education for the 
assistant professors was 4.25 with SD = 2.59, associate professors M = 
9.57 with SD = 6.16, and professors M = 17.44 with SD = 6.65. Data in 
Table 16 display the years of experience in teacher education for the 
agricultural teacher educators who participated. 
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Table 15 
Years In Academic Rank of the Agricultural Teacher Educators Who 
Participated 
No. of yrs. 
Academic Rank 
Assistant Associate Professor 
1 5 23.81 3 13.64 1 3.13 
2 3 14.29 4 18.18 0 0.00 
3 2 9.52 0 0.00 5 15.60 
4 4 19.05 6 27.26 2 6.25 
5 4 19.05 3 13.64 5 15.60 
6 0 0.00 2 9.08 1 3.13 
7 1 4.76 1 4.55 2 6.25 
8 1 4.76 0 0.00 3 9.38 
9 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 3.13 
10 1 4.76 1 4.55 1 3.13 
11 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 3.13 
12 0 0.00 1 4.55 1 3.13 
13 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 3.13 
14 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 6.25 
15 0 0.00 1 4.55 4 12.50 
16 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 3.13 
24 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 3.13 
05
 
CD
 21 100.00 22 100.00 32 100.00 
Table 16 
Years of Experience in Teacher Education of the Participants 
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No. of yrs. 
experience n. % 
0 - 5  18 24.00 
6 - 1 0  22 29.33 
11 - 15 11 14.68 
16 - 20 13 17.33 
21 - 25 7 9.33 
26 - 30 4 5.33 
Totals 75 100.00 
Comparison of Correlation Matrices 
The following correlations were investigated for the four 
dimensions measured by the Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form: 
1. Agricultural Teacher Educators' Self-Perception Correlations. 
a. Initial Assessment. 
b. Final Assessment. 
2. Students' Mean Perceptions Correlations. 
a. Initial Assessment. 
b. Final Assessment. 
Pearson product moment correlation coefficients were utilized. 
Data in Table 17 reveal the correlation coefficients for the 
agricultural teacher educators' self-perceptions on the initial 
assessment. Creativity and organized demeanor were correlated the 
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highest (_r = .43590) and dynamism and warmth and acceptance the lowest 
(£ = .02984). 
Table 17 
Agricultural Teacher Educators' Initial Assessment Correlation 
Coefficients on the Four Dimensions 
Dimension n Creativity Dynamism 
Organized 
demeanor 
Warmth and 
acceptance 
Creativity 62 1.00000 
Dynamism 62 .43590* 1.00000 
-
Organized 
demeanor 62 .11086 .21345 1.00000 
Warmth and 
acceptance 62 .32088* .02984 .15163 1.00000 
£<•05 
Data in Table 18 display the correlation coefficients for the 
agricultural teacher educators' self-perceptions on the final 
assessment. Creativity and warmth and acceptance were correlated the 
highest (_r = .33371) and dynamism and warmth and acceptance the lowest 
(r = -.03514). 
Data in Table 19 display the correlation coefficients for the 
students' mean perceptions on the initial assessment. Creativity and 
dynamism were correlated the highest (_r = .61967) and dynamism and 
organized demeanor the lowest (r = -.05719). 
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Table 18 
Agricultural Teacher Educators' Final Assessment Correlation 
Coefficients on the Four Dimensions 
Dimension n Creativity Dynamism 
Organized 
demeanor 
Warmth and 
acceptance 
Creativity 62 1.00000 
Dynamism 62 .31014* 1.00000 
Organized 
demeanor 62 .17657 .05358 1.00000 
Warmth and 
acceptance 62 
A 
.33371 -.03514 .27408* 1.00000 
* 
£<.05 
Table 19 
Students' Mean Perceptions on the Initial Assessment Correlation 
Coefficients on the Four Dimensions 
Dimension n Creativity Dynamism 
Organized 
demeanor 
Warmth and 
acceptance 
Creativity 62 1.00000 
Dynamism 62 
** 
.61967 1.00000 
Organized 
demeanor 62 .29083* -.05719 1.00000 
Warmth and 
acceptance 62 .24499 -.26264* 
A* 
.48863 1.00000 
* 
£<•05 
Data in Table 20 display the correlation coefficients for the 
students' mean perceptions on the final assessment. Creativity and 
dynamism were correlated the highest (r = .63696) and dynamism and 
organized demeanor the lowest (r = -.12918). 
Table 20 
Students' Mean Perceptions on the Final Assessment Correlation 
Coefficients on the Four Dimensions 
Dimension ii Creativity Dynamism 
Organized 
demeanor 
Warmth and 
acceptance 
Creativity 62 1.00000 
Dynamism 62 .63696** 1.00000 
Organized 
demeanor 62 .25234* -.12918 1.00000 
Warmth and 
acceptance 62 .29784* -.20996 
** 
.53599 1.00000 
* 
£<.05 
Pretest posttest correlations were made. Data in Table 21 
display the pretest posttest correlation for the agricultural teacher 
educators' self-perceptions on the four dimensions. Three of the four 
dimensions were significantly correlated. The minimum correlation was 
for the dimension of organized demeanor (_r = . 10492) and the maximum 
was for the dimension of dynamism (r = .53024). 
Data in Table 22 display the pretest posttest correlation for the 
students' perceptions on the four dimensions. The minimum correlation 
was for the dimension of organized demeanor (r = .20696) and the 
maximum was for the dimension of dynamism ( r_  = .51645). 
Table 21 
Pretest Posttest Correlations on the Agricultural Teacher Educators' 
Self-Perceptions 
Dimension _r P -
Creativity .27976 
•k 
.0277 
** 
Dynamism .53204 .0001 
Organized demeanor .10491 .4171 
Warmth and acceptance .49575 .0001 
* 
£<.05 
Table 22 
Pretest Posttest Correlations on the Students' Mean Perceptions 
Dimension r P 
** 
Creativity .36737 .0001 
.51645 
ick 
Dynamism .0001 
Organized demeanor .20696 
& 
.0211 
Warmth and acceptance .49261 .0001* 
* 
£<•05 
Test retest correlations were also made. The data can be found 
in the appendices (Appendix N). 
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The dependent variables for the agricultural teacher educators' 
self-perceptions and the students' mean perceptions investigated by 
the multivariate analysis of variance were the four dimensions 
measured by the Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form. These four dependent 
variables were: 
1. creativity, 
2. dynamism, 
3. organized demeanor, and 
4. warmth and acceptance. 
Hypothesis One 
Hypothesis One stated: The self-perceptions of teaching behavior 
held by agricultural teacher educators who receive feedback will 
change after receiving feedback. 
Data in Table 23 reveal the initial and final assessment least 
squares means for the agricultural teacher educators in the feedback 
group. The highest least squares mean on the initial assessment was 
for the dimension of organized demeanor for the assistant professors 
(least squares mean = 36.29), while the lowest least squares mean was 
for the dimension of dynamism for the associate professor and for the 
dimension of creativity for professors (least square mean = 
27.00). Data in Table 24 reveal the orthogonal contrasts of the 
agricultural teacher educators in the feedback group. The J? values 
ranged from 0.12 to 1.47. 
The raw means can be found in Appendix 0, while the MANOVA tables 
can be found in Appendix P. 
The results of the multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 
indicated no significant difference in the group that received 
feedback between the initial and final assessments of the agricultural 
teacher educators' self-perceptions, F_ (4,53) = .025, P > I? = .9067. 
Table 23 
Least Squares Means for the Agricultural Teacher Educators in the 
Feedback Group: Initial and Final Assessment 
Least squares means 
Rank Dimension Initial Final 
Creativity 30.57 29.71 
i 
Dynamism 31.57 30.71 
L 
Organized demeanor 36.29 33.57 
Warmth and acceptance 37.14 36.28 
Creativity 28.00 30.00 
o 
Dynamism 27.00 28.20 
Organized demeanor 33.20 35.00 
Warmth and acceptance 33.10 34.40 
Creativity 27.00 28.42 
q 
Dynamism 28.75 27.83 
0 
Organized demeanor 35.08 33.92 
Warmth and acceptance 32.67 31.75 
Note. Rank 1 = assistant professors, rank 2 = associate professors, 
and rank 3 = professors. 
Table 24 
Orthogonal Contrasts of the Agricultural Teacher Educators' 
Self-Perceptions In the Feedback Group 
Dimension df _F value P> F 
Creativity 1 1.47 .2304 
Dynamism 1 0.12 .7317 
Organized demeanor 1 1.38 .2455 
Warmth and acceptance 1 0.08 .7720 
Hypothesis Two 
Hypothesis Two stated: Students who are taught by agricultural 
teacher educators that receive feedback will perceive the teaching 
behavior to change after the agricultural teacher educator receives 
feedback. 
Data in Table 25 reveal the least squares means for the students' 
initial and final assessment perceptions of the agricultural teacher 
educators' teaching behavior in the feedback group. No significant 
differences were found between the initial and final assessment of the 
students' perceptions of the teaching behavior of the agricultural 
teacher educators in the feedback group on any on the four dimensions. 
Data in Table 26 reveal the orthogonal contrasts of the students' 
perceptions of the agricultural teacher educators that received 
feedback. No significant differences were found between the initial 
and final assessments of the agricultural teacher educators' 
self-perceptions in the feedback group on any of the four dimensions. 
The MANOVA test for the hypothesis was not significant, F_ (4,53) 
= 1.84, P > F = .1344. 
Table 25 
Least Squares Means for the Students' Perceptions of the Agricultural 
Teacher Educators Who Received Feedback: Initial and Final 
Assessment 
Least squares means 
Rank Dimension Initial Final 
Creativity 27.07 25.42 
1 
Dynamism 29.37 28.50 
JL 
Organized demeanor 33.35 32.81 
Warmth and acceptance 35.74 36.29 
Creativity 27.81 27.59 
9 
Dynamism 27.69 27.96 
£. 
Organized demeanor .34.22 32.52 
Warmth and acceptance 35.15 33.66 
Creativity 26.48 27.86 
Dynamism 28.80 29.14 
J 
Organized demeanor 33.37 32.76 
Warmth and acceptance 32.96 32.84 
Note. Rank 1 = assistant professors, rank 2 = associate professors, 
and rank 3 = professors. 
Table 26 
Orthogonal Contrasts of the Students' Perceptions of the Teaching 
Behavior of Agricultural Teacher Educators Who Received Feedback 
Dimension df ]? value P> F 
Creativity 1 0.05 .8209 
Dynamism 1 0.04 .8370 
Organized demeanor 1 3.41 .0700 
Warmth and acceptance 1 0.93 .3402 
Hypothesis Three 
Hypothesis Three stated: Students' perceptions of the teaching 
behavior of agricultural teacher educators will differ significantly 
on the final assessment between the agricultural teacher educators 
who received feedback and the agricultural teacher educators who did 
not receive feedback. 
Data in Table 27 reveal the least squares means of the students' 
final assessment of the agricultural teacher educators' teaching 
behavior in the feedback and no feedback group. No significant 
difference was found on any of the four dimensions of the TTFF. Data 
in Table 28 display the orthogonal contrasts of the students' final 
assessment perceptions between the feedback and no feedback groups on 
the four dimensions of the TTFF. 
This hypothesis was not supported by the multivariate analysis of 
variance, F (4,53) = .42, P > F = .7940. 
Table 27 
Least Squares Means of the Students' Final Assessment Perceptions: 
Feedback and No Feedback 
Least squares means (LSM) 
Dimension Feedback No feedback P 
Creativity 27.04 26.68 .6713 
Dynamism 28.58 27.16 .1025 
Organized demeanor 33.17 33.47 .6029 
Warmth and acceptance 34.44 35.15 .3380 
Table 28 
Orthogonal Contrasts of the Students' Final Assessment Perceptions of 
the Agricultural Teacher Educators: Feedback and No Feedback 
Dimension df I? value P > F 
Creativity 1 0.00 .9632 
Dynamism 1 0.92 .3402 
Organized demeanor 1 0.69 .4063 
Warmth and acceptance 1 1.20 .2759 
Hypothesis Four 
Hypothesis Four stated: There is no relationship between 
research productivity and: 
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a. self-perceptions of the agricultural teacher educators about 
their teaching behavior on the initial assessment. 
b. students' perceptions of the teaching behavior of 
agricultural teacher educators on the initial assessment. 
The mean research productivity score for the 62 agricultural 
teacher educators who participated on the initial and final assessment 
was 7.44 with SI) = 8.21. The mean for the assistant professors was 
6.19 with SD = 7.69, associate professor M = 7.31 with SD = 7.01, and 
professor M = 8.39 with SD = 9.43. 
The Spearman correlation coefficients for the relationships of 
self-perceptions of the agricultural teacher educators to research 
productivity scores were calculated. No significant relationship was 
found, therefore, the first part of the hypothesis regarding 
agricultural teacher educators self-perceptions was supported. Data 
in Table 29 reveal the r_ values and the probability of r_ for each of 
the four dimensions of the TTFF. 
Table 29 
The Relationship of Agricultural Teacher Educators' Self-Perceptions 
and Research Productivity Scores 
Spearman 
Dimension n rho 1? 
Creativity 62 -.24659 .0533 
Dynamism 62 -.00651 .9600 
Organized demeanor 62 .18122 .1587 
Warmth and acceptance 62 -.09303 .4720 
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Spearman correlation coefficients were calculated for the 
relationship of students' perceptions of the teaching behavior of 
agricultural teacher educators to research productivity scores. There 
was no significant relationship found on any of the four dimensions of 
teaching behavior perceived by the students. The second part of the 
hypothesis was supported. Data in Table 30 reveal the relationship of 
students' perceptions of the agricultural teacher educators teaching 
behavior to the research productivity scores. 
Table 30 
The Relationship of Students' Perceptions of the Agricultural Teacher 
Educators' Teaching Behavior and Research Productivity Scores 
Dimension ii 
Spearman 
rho JP 
Creativity 62 .04336 .7379 
Dynamism 62 -.02257 .8618 
Organized demeanor 62 .20071 .1178 
Warmth and acceptance 62 .02063 .8735 
Hypothesis Five 
Hypothesis Five stated: No significant differences exist among 
the three academic ranks of the agricultural teacher educators and: 
a. self-perceptions of their teaching behavior. 
b. students' perceptions of the teaching behavior of the 
agricultural teacher educators. 
Agricultural teacher educators' self-perceptions did not differ 
significantly by academic rank. Data in Table 31 reveal the least 
squares means of the agricultural teacher educators' self-perceptions 
by academic rank. 
Table 31 
Least Squares Means of the Agricultural Teacher Educators That 
Participated by Academic Rank 
Academic rank 
Dimension 
Assistant 
LSM 
Associate 
LSM 
Professor 
LSM 
Creativity 29.48 28.13 27.80 
Dynamism 28.94 27.68 28.59 
Organized demeanor 34.37 34.21 34.95 
Warmth and acceptance 35.83 34.19 33.32 
Note. LSM = least squares means. 
The multivariate analysis of variance yielded an £ (8,106) = .61, 
P> F = .7700. 
Students' self-perceptions did not differ significantly due to 
the academic rank of the agricultural teacher educators. Data in 
Table 32 reveal the least squares means of the students' perceptions 
of the agricultural teacher educator by academic rank. The 
multivariate analysis of variance was non-significant, J? (8.106) = 
1.51, P>F = .1618. 
Table 32 
Least Squares Means of the Students' Perceptions of the Teaching 
Behavior of the Agricultural Teacher Educators by Academic Rank 
Academic rank 
Assistant Associate Professor 
Dimension LSM LSM LSM 
Creativity 26 .75 26. 75 27, .07 
Dynamism 28 .02 27. 16 28, .42 
Organized demeanor 33 .37 32. 64 33, .96 
Warmth and acceptance 35 .93 34. 68 33, .79 
Note. LSM = least squares means. 
Hypothesis Six 
Hypothesis Six stated: No significant differences exist between 
students' initial assessment perceptions and the levels of the 
following demographic variables: 
a. sex of the student (male vs. female). 
b. age of the student (22 years of age and younger vs. 23 years 
of age and older). 
c. grade level classification of the student (undergraduate vs. 
graduate). 
d. major/minor in agricultural education vs. non-major/minor 
in agricultural education. 
e. elective vs. required course. 
Grade classification of the students was grouped to aid in the 
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data analyses. Two groups were formed, namely, undergraduate and 
graduate. This yielded 367 graduate students and 454 undergraduate 
students. It was determined a priori to utilize grade classification 
in the multivariate analysis of variances of the student demographic 
data and to ignore age since these two variables were highly 
correlated (jr = .68, Pearson's product moment correlation). 
The multivariate analysis of variance on the effect of the 
variable sex on the students' initial perceptions was highly 
significant (F (4,773) = 4.15, P>F = .0025). The univariate F 
values and the least squares means can be found in Table 33. 
The multivariate analysis of variance on the effect of 
classification group (graduate and undergraduate) was highly 
significant, £ (4,773) = 3.44, P>IT = .0084. The univariate _F values 
and the least squares means can be found in Table 34. 
The MANOVA for the effect of major and/or minor and non-major 
and/or non-minor in agricultural education was highly significant, I? 
(4,773) = 4.78, P> £ = .008. The univariate F. findings are displayed 
in Table 35. 
The MANOVA test statistic for the elective and required course 
effect was also highly significant, I? (4,773) = 6.16, P> J? = .0001. 
The univariate £ values are displayed in Table 36. 
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Table 33 
Univariate F Values: Effect of Sex on Initial Assessment 
Least squares means 
Dimension df F value P> F Female Male 
Creativity 
Dynamism 
Organized 
demeanor 
Warmth and 
acceptance 
1 .66  
2.42 
4.27 
2 . 2 6  
.1980 
.1199 
.0390* 
.1330 
26.99 27.64 
29.13 28.37 
34.68 
35.64 
33.75 
34.90 
Table 34 
Univariate F Values: Classification Group Effect on Initial 
Assessment 
Least squares means 
Dimension df F value P > F Graduate Undergraduate 
Creativity 
Dynamism 
Organized 
demeanor 
Warmth and 
acceptance 
0.44 
3.78 
8.17 
3.62 
.5091 
.0522 
* 
.0044 
.0575 
* 
27.16 27.47 
28.30 29.19 
34.82 
35.71 
33.62 
34.84 
Table 35 
Univariate F Values: Major /Minor and Non-Ma.j or/Minor Effect on 
Initial Assessment 
Least squares means 
Dimension df F value P> JF Major Non-Major 
Creativity 1 0.08 .7759 27.39 27.25 
Dynamism 1 0.89 .3461 28.51 28.99 
Organized 
demeanor 1 1.63 .2020 34.51 33.93 
Warmth and A 
acceptance 1 5.81 .0162 34.67 35.87 
Table 36 
Univariate F Values: Required and Elective Course Effect on Initial 
Assessment 
Least squares means 
Dimension df F value P > F Required Elective 
Creativity 
Dynamism 
Organized 
demeanor 
Warmth and 
acceptance 
1 22.08 
1 0.56 
1 1.63 
1 2.98 
.0001 
.4548 
.2250 
.0848 
** 
26.19 
28.57 
33.96 
34.87 
28.45 
28.93 
34.48 
35.67 
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Additional Findings 
Multivariate analysis of variance was also utilized to find 
significant interactions between the following variables: 
1. Two levels of feedback: 
a. Feedback 
b. No feedback 
2. Three levels of academic rank: 
a. Assistant professors 
b. Associate professors 
c. Professors 
3. Two levels of time: 
a. Initial assessment 
b. Final assessment 
Data in Table 37 reveal the interactions described above with the 
agricultural teacher educators' self-perceptions. A highly 
significant MANOVA, F (8,106) = 2.89, P> F = .0060, was found by 
investigating the interaction of rank and time on the self-perceptions 
of the agricultural teacher educators. The orthogonal contrasts and 
least squares means for each of the four dimensions can be found in 
Table 38. 
Data in Table 39 display the interaction of rank and time with 
the students' perceptions to the teaching behaviors of the 
agricultural teacher educators. 
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Table 37 
Agricultural Teacher Educators' Self-Perceptions and the Interaction 
Effect 
Interaction df I? value P > JF 
Feedback X rank 8,106 0.071 .6855 
Feedback X time 4,53 0.050 .7361 
£ ^ 
Rank X time 8,106 2.890 .0060 
Feedback X rank X time 8,106 1.370 .2173 
Table 38 
Rank by Time Interaction Effect: Orthogonal Contrasts and Means of 
the Agricultural Teacher Educators' Self-Perceptions 
Means 
Rank df F value P > F n Initial Final 
Creativity 
1 2.24 .1400 18 30.06 28.61 
2 6.59 
* 
.0130 18 27.11 29.33 
3 7.26 
** 
.0093 26 26.81 28.81 
Dynamism 
1 1.26 .2658 18 28.83 28.06 
2 3.14 .0819 18 27.06 28.28 
3 0.78 .3814 
Organized 
26 
demeanor 
28.31 28.92 
1 12.28 
** 
.0009 18 35.56 32.94 
2 3.94 .0519 l8 33.44 34.94 
3 1.86 .1778 
Warmth and 
26 
acceptance 
35.38 34.58 
1 7.12 
** 
.0099 18 36.67 34.61 
2 0.60 .4404 18 33.83 34.44 
3 0.21 .6496 26 33.23 33.58 
Note. Rank 1 = assistant, 2 = associate , and 3 = professor. 
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Table 39 
Students' Perceptions of the Teaching Behavior of the Agricultural 
Teacher Educators and the Interaction Effect 
Interaction df IT value P> 1? 
Feedback X rank 8,106 1.06 .3978 
Feedback X time 4,53 0.82 .5182 
Rank X time 8,106 0.86 .5563 
Feedback X rank X time 8,106 1.92 .0638 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary and Conclusions 
The purpose of this study was to determine the impact of student 
feedback upon the teaching behavior of agricultural teacher educators 
in the continental United States. Teacher behavior was measured by 
four dimensions of teaching behavior, namely, creativity, organized 
demeanor, dynamism, and warmth and acceptance. These four dimensions 
are those measured by the Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form (TTFF). This 
study was also concerned with determining the relationship between 
research productivity and teaching behavior. The hypotheses and 
conclusions were based upon the 62 agricultural teachers and their 
students who participated in the study. The study was designed to 
test the following hypotheses: 
1. Hypothesis One stated: The self-perceptions of teaching 
behavior held by agricultural teacher educators who receive feedback 
will change after receiving feedback. 
The hypothesis was not supported and was rejected by the 
multivariate analysis, I? (4,53) = .025, P > JF = .9067. It was 
concluded that agricultural teacher educators who received feedback 
did not significantly change self-perceptions of their teaching 
behavior between the initial and final assessments. 
2. Hypothesis Two stated: Students who are taught by 
agricultural teacher educators who receive feedback will perceive the 
teaching behavior of the agricultural teacher educators to change 
after receiving feedback. 
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The hypothesis was not supported by the MANOVA, 1? (4,53) = .42, P 
_F = .7940, and was rejected. It was concluded that the students 
perceptions of the teaching behavior of agricultural teacher educators 
who received feedback did not change significantly between the initial 
and final assessments. 
3. Hypothesis Three stated: Students' perceptions of the 
teaching behavior of agricultural teacher educators will differ 
significantly on the final assessment between the agricultural teacher 
educators who received feedback and the agricultural teacher educators 
who did not receive feedback. The hypothesis was not supported and 
was rejected by the MANOVA, 1? (4,53) = 1.84, P > I? = .1344. It was 
concluded that feedback to the agricultural teacher educators did not 
significantly change the students' perceptions. 
4. Hypothesis Four stated: There is no relationship between 
research productivity and: 
a. self-perceptions of the agricultural teacher educators about 
their teaching behavior on the initial assessment. 
b. students' perceptions of the teaching behavior of 
agricultural teacher educators on the initial assessment. 
Both parts of the hypothesis were supported. No significant 
correlations were found between research productivity and either 
agricultural teacher educators' self-perceptions or the students' 
self-perceptions on the initial assessment. It was concluded that 
research productivity and the teaching behavior of agricultural 
teacher educators (as perceived by themselves and their students) were 
not significantly related. 
5. Hypothesis Five stated: No significant differences exist 
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among the three academic ranks of agricultural teacher educators and: 
a. self-perceptions of their teaching behavior on the initial 
assessment. 
b. students' perceptions of the teaching behavior of 
agricultural teacher educators on the initial assessment. 
Both parts of the hypothesis were supported. No significant 
difference was found. It was concluded that the academic rank of the 
agricultural teacher educators was not significantly related to their 
individual or their students' perceptions of their teaching behavior. 
6. Hypothesis Six stated: No significant differences exist 
between students' initial assessment perceptions and the levels of the 
following demographic variables: 
a. sex of the student (male vs. female). 
b. age of the student (22 years of age and younger vs. 23 
years of age and older). 
c. grade level classification of the student (undergraduate 
vs. graduate). 
d. major/minor in agricultural education vs. 
non-major/minor in agricultural education. 
e. elective vs. required course. 
The multivariate analysis of variance yielded a significant 
difference between the different levels of each of the students' 
demographic variables listed above except the age of the students on 
one or more of the four dimensions of teaching behavior. The age of 
the students was eliminated from analysis since it was moderately 
correlated with grade level classification of the students. The 
decision was made a priori by the researcher to utilize grade level 
classification. The following conclusions were made based on the 
significant univariate 1? values: 
a. Female students were significantly more likely to rank 
agricultural teacher educators higher than male students on the 
dimension of organized demeanor. 
b. Graduate students were significantly more likely to rank 
agricultural teacher educators higher than undergraduate students on 
the dimension of organized demeanor. 
c. Major and/or minor students in agricultural education 
were significantly more likely to rank agricultural teacher educators 
lower than non-major and/or non-minor students on the dimension of 
warmth and acceptance. 
d. Students required to take the course were significantly 
more likely to rank agricultural teacher educators lower than students 
taking the course for an elective on the dimension of creativity. 
It should be noted that the practical significance of these 
findings may not be easy to interpret. The raw mean differences 
between the levels of student demographic data were signfleant, but 
small when the range of the dimension (1 to 43) is considered. 
Although non-significant MANOVAs were found by investigating two 
levels of feedback, three levels of academic rank, and two levels of 
time, a highly significant interaction between rank and time (initial 
and final assessment) was found, F^ (8,106) = 2.89, P > J? = .0060. The 
following explanations of the interaction effect were made: 
Implications 
In this study, the findings suggest that feedback from the 
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Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form did not significantly alter the teaching 
behavior of agricultural teacher educators or their self-perceptions 
of teaching behavior. This general finding suggest the following 
implications: 
1. The variables on the instrument, which were not identified by 
to the agricultural teacher educators, may reflect important 
dimensions of agricultural teacher educators teaching behavior. 
2. The overall scores across the four dimensions measured by the 
form were considerably above the median score (Md = 21, the maximum 
score = 43 and the minimum socre = 1). Because of rather high initial 
assessment the agricultural teacher educators may not have perceived a 
need to change or modify their teaching. This interpretation is 
consistent with the findings of Braunstein, et al. (1973). 
3. The rather small differences between initial and final 
assessment scores with the TTFF may imply that it is not sufficiently 
reliable (pretest/posttest reliability) to be useful in measuring 
change. 
4. Comparison between initial and final assessments for faculty 
ranks implies that the effects of feedback on teaching may be stronger 
for assistant professors than associate or full professors. 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations were made based on the findings and 
conclusions of this study: 
1. Additional research should be conducted to determine what 
types and sources of feedback have an effect on the teaching behavior 
of the agricultural teacher educators. Does peer evaluation or 
supervisory ratings effect the teaching behavior of agricultural 
teacher educators? 
2. The variables associated with the dimensions of the Tuckman 
Teacher Feedback Form were not significantly correlated with research 
productivity. Since research productivity is valued in higher 
education settings correlates of it need to be identified through 
future research. 
3. Future studies centering on the problem investigated here 
should: 
a. identify alternative instruments to measure teacher 
behavior. To be sensitive to measuring change, these instruments 
should possess an adequate level of test/retest reliability. 
b. develop stronger evaluation feedback procedures. Recent 
reviews of the faculty development literature in higher education 
(Levinson-Rose and Menges, 1981) suggest that some feedback procedures 
are more effective in producing faculty change than others. 
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TUCKMAN 
Person Observed_ 
Date: _ 
Observer 
TUCKMAN TEACHER FEEDBACK FORM (Short Form) 
1. ORIGINAL _ 
2. PATIENT _ 
3. C0LD _ 
4. HOSTILE _ 
5. CREATIVE _ 
6. INHIBITED _ 
7. ICONOCLASTIC _ 
8. GENTLE ! 
9. UNFAIR ! 
10. UNSTABLE ! 
11. CAPRICIOUS : 
12. DISORGANIZED 1 
13. UNFRIENDLY I 
14. RESOURCEFUL _ 
15. RESERVED _ 
16. IMAGINATIVE _ 
17. ERRATIC _ 
18. AGGRESSIVE 
19. ACCEPTING (people) 
20.  .  
21. OUTGOING 
22. IN CONTROL _ 
23. FLIGHTY 
24. DOMINANT 
25. OBSERVANT 
26. INTROVERTED 
27. ASSERTIVE 
28. TIMID 
_ CONVENTIONAL 
_ IMPATIENT 
_ WARM 
_ AMIABLE 
_ ROUTINIZED 
_ UNINHIBITED 
_ RITUALISTIC 
_ HARSH 
_ FAIR 
_ PURPOSEFUL 
EXPERIMENTING 
I ORGANIZED 
_ SOCIABLE 
_ UNCERTAIN 
_ OUTSPOKEN 
_ EXACTING 
_ SYSTEMATIC 
_ PASSIVE 
_ CRITICAL 
_ BUBBLY 
_ WITHDRAWN 
_ ON THE RUN 
_ CONSCIENTIOUS 
_ SUBMISSIVE 
_ PREOCCUPIED 
_ EXTROVERTED 
SOFT-SPOKEN 
ADVENTUROUS 
COPYRIGHT © 1971 
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A. Item Scoring 
I. Under the last set of dashes on the sheet of 28 item, write 
the numbers 7-6-5-4-3-2-1. This will give a number value to 
each on the seven spaces between the 28 pairs of adjectives. 
II. Determine the number value for the first pair, 
Original-Conventional. Write it into the formula given below 
on the appropriate line under Item 1. 
For example, if you place an X on the first dash next to 
"Original" Item 1, then write the number 7 on the dash under 
Item 1 in the summary formula below. 
III. Do the same for each of the 28 items. Plug each value into 
the formula. 
IV. Compute the score for each of the four dimensions in the 
summary formula. 
B. Summary Formula and Score for the Four Dimensions 
I. Creativity 
I t e m  ( 1  + 5  + 7  +  1 6 )  -  ( 6  +  1 1  +  2 8 )  +  1 8  
(  +  +  +  ) (  +  +  )  +  1 8  =  
II. Dynamism (dominance and energy) 
Item ( 18 + 21 + 24 + 27) - (15 + 20 + 26) + 18 
(  +  +  **• )  — (  *^* + )  + 18  —  
III. Organized Demeanor (organization and control) 
Item ( 14 + 22 + 25) - (10 + 12 + 17 + 23) + 26 
( + + ) — ( + + + ) + 26 = 
IV. Warmth and Acceptance 
I t e m  ( 2  + 8  +  1 9 )  -  ( 3  + 4  +  9  +  1 3 )  +  2 6  
( + + ) — ( + + + ) + 26 = 
Note. 18 points are added to the scores for the dimensions of creativity 
and dynamism. This will adjust the range from one to 43 points. All 
negative responses would total -17 points + 18 = 1 point. All positive 
responses would total 25 points + 18 = 43 points. Hence the range for 
these two dimensions is from 1 to 43 points. For the dimensions of 
organized demeanor and warmth and acceptance 26 points are added. All 
negative responses would total -25 points + 26 = 1 point. All positive 
responses would total 17 points + 26 points = 43 points. Hence the range 
for these two dimensions is from 1 to 43 points. 
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Hie Florida State University 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306 
Ccllcpc of Etltcation 
Office of the Dean 
May 22, 1984 
Mr. W. Steve Woodley 
Graduate Research Associate 
School of Voc. Ed. and Technology 
Department of Voc. Ag. Education 
208 Stubbs Hall 
Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
Dear Mr. Woodley: 
You have my permission to use "The Tuckman Teacher Feedback 
Form (TTFF)" 1n your research study entitled "Selected Teaching 
Behaviors as a Source of Feedback to Agricultural Teacher Educators 
in the United States." I understand that I will receive full 
acknowledgement in your dissertation as the original author of 
"TTFF." 
It would be interesting to see a copy of your final product. 
Good luck with it! 
Sincerely, 
Bruce W. Tuckman 
Dean 
BWT:ewa 
2J6 Stone Iluildmg (904) 644-6885 
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School of Vocational l-Jucntion 
College of A$ricttlluic 
LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY AND AGRICULTURAL AND MECHANICAL COLLEGE 
BATON ROUGE • LOUISIANA • 70603-5422 
February 20, 1984 
VTITLEV VFIRST__NAMEV VLAST_NAMEV 
VDEPARTMENTV 
VADDRESSV 
VUNIVERSITYV 
VCITY_STATEV VZIP_CODEV 
VTITLEV VLAST_NAMEV: 
Greetings from the Bayou State! The "Cajun Crew" at LSU Is in need of 
your assistance on a research project. Dr. Joe W. Kotrlik and I are up to 
our necks in alligators and need your participation in our research projcct. 
The study is centered around agricultural teacher educators in the 
nation and their teaching behaviors, productivity, and use of student 
evaluations as a source of feedback. 
Inside the 9" X 12" envelope, that is addressed to me, you will find 
approximately twenty yellow forms, twenty computer sheets, one blue form, one 
green form, and a set of directions. 
Your department was contacted by telephone (to determine which teacher 
educators were teaching classes, supervising student teachers, etc.) and we 
would like for you to administer the yellow forms to the following class: VCLASSV 
during the dates of February 27 - March 2 (or as soon as possible). 
In approximately six weeks you will be contacted again and asked to 
repeat the process. It will take about ten minutes of class time for the 
students to complete the forms each time. 
To assure your privacy, under no circumstances will we reveal your 
identity or that of your students who participate in this study. 
I appreciate your cooperation and assistance in this research project. 
With your help we will be able to shed some light in the area of student 
feedback to teacher educators. 
If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at (504) 388-3153 
or Dr. Kotrlik at (504) 388-5748. 
Sincerely, 
W. Steve Woodley 
Research Associate ' 
Agricultural Education 
Enclosure 
Agricultural rduutn>n » inimuljiuul l.'iluraHixi • Hi<r»r J iluiilum • ImJmiriil jnd lithnti.M I 
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STUDENT FORM 
Below ore pairs of words which are characteristics of teachers. For 
each pair of words select the position which best indicates your perceptions 
of the teacher of this class. After you select the position between A - G, 
please code the corresponding letter on the computer sheet. NOTE: H( I, and 
J on the computer sheets ARE NOT USED. The direction you check depends on 
which of the two words you perceive is most characteristic of the teacher. 
THIS IS NOT A TEST—the only right answers are how you feel each pair of 
words describes your teacher. 
1. ORIGINAL : : ; : : CONVENTIONAL 
2. PATIENT : : : : : IMPATIENT 
3. COLD : : : : : WARM 
4. HOSTILE : : : : : AMIABLE 
5. CREATIVE : ___ • • : : ROUTINIZED 
6. INHIBITED : • : : : UNINHIBITED 
7. IMAGE BREAKING : : : : : RITUALISTIC 
8. GENTLE : • : : : HARSH 
9. UNFAIR : : : : : FAIR 
10. UNSTABLE : : : : : PURPOSEFUL 
11. CAUTIOUS ! • ; : : EXPERIMENTING 
12. DISORGANIZED : • : : : ORGANIZED 
13. UNFRIENDLY : • : : : SOCIABLE 
14. RESOURCEFUL : : : : : UNCERTAIN 
15. RESERVED _ : • : • : OUTSPOKEN 
16. IMAGINATIVE : : : : EXACTING 
17. ERRATIC : • : : : SYSTEMATIC 
18. AGGRESSIVE : : : : : PASSIVE 
19. ACCEPTING (people) : : : : : CRITICAL 
20. QUIET : : : : : BUBBLY 
21. OUTGOING : : : : : WITHDRAWN 
22. IN CONTROL : : : : : ON THE RUN 
23. FLIGHTY : : : : : CONSCIENTIOUS 
24. DOMINANT : : : : : SUBMISSIVE 
25. OBSERVANT : : : : : PREOCCUPIED 
26. INTROVERTED : : : : : EXTROVERTED 
27. ASSERTIVE : _ : : : : SOFT-SPOKEN 
28. TIMID • : : : ADVENTUROUS 
Note. This form was duplicated and mailed on yellow paper. 
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DIRECTIONS 
Teacher Educator; 
Please fill out the blue and green forms. Have your students fill out the 
computer sheets. The computer sheet has two sections. One section for 
demographic data and one section for student responses to the yellow form. 
Students DO NOT need to fill in their name, birth date, or identification 
number. The students are to place all answers on the computer sheet using a 
if2h or if 2 pencil. The following information should be used to fill out the 
"Special Codes" section. Please read this to your students as they fill out 
the computer sheets: 
Demographic Information? 
Locate: Side One, Special Codes 
1. Indicate your sex under the letter "K" of the Special Codes section. 
Fill in a "0" if you are a female and a "1" if you are a male, 
2. Indicate if you are required to take this course under the letter "L" of 
the Special Codes section. If you are required to take this course, fill 
in a "0". If you are taking the course as an elective, fill in a "1". 
3. Indicate if you are majoring or minoring in agricultural education under 
the letter "M" of the Special Codes section. If you are majoring or 
minoring in agricultural education fill in a "0". If you are not 
majoring or minoring in agricultural education fill in a "1". 
4. Indicate your academic classification under the letter "N" of the 
Special Codes section, using the following guide: 
5. Indicate your age under the letters "0" & "P" of the Special Codes 
section. EXAMPLE: If you are 21 years of age, record the number "2" 
under the letter "0" and the number "1" under the letter "P". 
Student Responses to the Instrument? 
Locate the answer space for question one on Side One. Have the students read 
the directions on the yellow form and respond to each of the twenty-eight 
items on the computer sheet. 
Instructions for Returning Materials: 
Collect all computer sheets (completed and extras) and the blue and green forms. 
Return them in the 9" X 12" self-addressed, stamped envelope. DO NOT return the 
yellow forms. 
Thank you very much for your cooperation and assistance. If you have any 
questions please feel free to call me at (504) 388-3153 or Dr. Kotrlik at 
1 » Freshman 
2 * Sophomore 
3 » Junior 
4 * Senior 
5 • Graduate 
6 • Other 
(504) 388-5748. 
W, Steve Woodley 
Research Associate 
Department of Agricultural Education 
208 Stubbs Hall, LSU 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
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INFORMATION FORM 
NAME: 
Present Rank: Instructor Assistant Professor Associate Professor Professor 
Other(Specify) 
Are you tenured? YeB No 
Number of years in present rank 
Years experience as an agricultural teacher educator 
Highest degree earned: Doctorate Masters Other (specify) 
Number of classes you are teaching this quarter or semester 
Date of last regularly scheduled class meeting (DO NOT INCLUDE FINAL EXAM) 
Please list all books that you have authored, co-authored (list all additional authors), 
the year the books were published, and the publisher. If none, write "none". 
Book Title Additional Authors Year Published Publisher 
Please list all chapters in books that you have authored, co-authored (list all 
additional authors), the year the books were published, and the publisher. If none, 
write "none". 
Book Title Chapter Title Additional Authors Year Published Publisher 
Note. This form was duplicated and mailed on blue paper. 
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TEACHER EDUCATOR FORM 
Fill in the following information: Name: 
Course level: Fr Soph Jr Sr Grad Other 
Number of students enrolled in CIBSB: 
Date student forms filled out: 
Below are pairs of words which are characteristics of teachers. For each 
pair of words select the position which best indicates your perception of your 
own teaching behavior, Place an "X" in that one space of the seven between each 
pair of wordu. The direction you check depends on which of the two words you 
think is most characteristic of your own teaching behaviors. THIS IS NOT A 
TEST—the only right answers nre how you feel each pair of words describes your 
teaching behaviors. 
1. ORIGINAL : : : : : CONVENTIONAL 
2. PATIENT : : IMPATIENT 
3. COLD : : WARM 
4. HOSTILE : : AMIABLE 
5. CREATIVE : : ROUTINIZED 
6. INHIBITED UNINHIBITED 
7. ICONOCLASTIC : : RITUALISTIC 
8. GENTLE : : HARSH 
9. UNFAIR : : FAIR 
10. UNSTABLE : : PURPOSEFUL 
11. CAPRICIOUS : : EXPERIMENTING 
12. DISORGANIZED : : ORGANIZED 
13. UNFRIENDLY : : SOCIABLE 
14. RESOURCEFUL : : UNCERTAIN 
15. RESERVED : : OUTSPOKEN 
16. IMAGINATIVE : : EXACTING 
17. ERRATIC : : SYSTEMATIC 
18. AGGRESSIVE : : PASSIVE 
19. ACCEPTING (people) : : CRITICAL 
20. QUIET : : BUBBLY 
21. OUTGOING : : WITHDRAWN 
22. IN CONTROL : : ON THE RUN 
23. FLIGHTY : : CONSCIENTIOUS 
CM 
DOMINANT : : SUBMISSIVE 
25. OBSERVANT : : PREOCCUPIED 
26. INTROVERTED : : EXTROVERTED 
27. ASSERTIVE : : SOFT-SPOKEN 
28. TIMID : ! ADVENTUROUS 
Note. This form was duplicated and mailed on green paper. 
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School of Vocational Education 
College of Agriculture 
LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY AND AGRICULTURAL AND MECHANICAL COLLEGE 
BATON ROUGE • LOUISIANA • 70803-5422 ^4g 
March 15, 1984 
VTITLEV VFIRST_NAMEV VLAST_NAMEV 
VDEPARTMENTV 
VAPDRESSV 
VUNIVERSITYV 
VCITY_STATEV VZIP_CODEV 
Dear VTITLEV VLAST_NAMEV: 
The results from the forms that you and your students filled out 
for me are enclosed. The results are from your VCLASSV class and your own 
self-ratings. The four areas that the form measures can be defined as 
follows: 
Creativity: a teacher who is exciting, original and modern, who 
tries "new ideas" as often as possible. 
Dynamism (dominance and energy): a teacher who is viewed by his or 
her students as being an outgoing and lively person 
who reflects energetic qualities. In addition, 
students view the teacher as an independent and 
aggressive individual. 
Organized Demeanor (organization and control): a teacher who is 
rated by his or her students as being well 
organized, clear, orderly, and efficient. 
Warmth and Acceptance: a teacher who is seen as a likeable, warm 
and thoughtful person by his or her students, who is 
also polite to his or her students. 
In each of the four areas mentioned above, the minimum score is "1" 
and the maximum score is "43." A score of "43" indicates a "super 
teacher" as measured by the Instrument. 
I sincerely hope that this Information will be beneficial to you 
and that you can utilize it. 
Sincerely, 
W. Steve Woodley 
Graduate Research 
School of Voc. Ed. & Technology 
Dept. of Ag. Ed., 208 Stubbs Hall 
Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
Enclosure 
Assocla 
Agricultural TJucition • fiti-nslon *nj Interrutitwjl ( Juration • I Ioith- laxtiimk* fdiiCJlion • liidmtibl 4ml rtnhnk.il I Jucation 
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MEAN STUDENT RATINGS COMPARED TO YOUR RATINGS 
OF THE FOUR SELECTED TEACHING BEHAVIORS 
Haxlmum Score » 43 Minimum Score - 1 
DaBh Line - Mean Student Ratings Solid Line • Your Self-rating# 
Max. 
30 
10 -
Mln. 
CREATIVITY DYNAMISM ORGANIZED WARMTH AND 
DEMEANOR ACCEPTANCE 
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5c7u>i»/ of Vocational Education 
College of Agriculture 
LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY AND AGRICULTURAL AND MECHANICAL COLLEGE 
BATON ROUGE . LOUISIANA • 70803-5422 
April 16, 198^4 
VTITLEV VFIRST NAMEV VLAST_NAMEV 
VDEPARTHENTV ~ 
VADDRESSV 
VCITY_STATEV VZIP_CODEV 
VTITLEV VLAST_NAMEV: 
The materials for the second "survey" are enclosed (a 9" X 12" 
envelope addressed to me, enough computer sheets and yellow forms for 
your VCLASSV class, a green form that you are to fill out, and a set of 
directions). 
Please have your VCLASSV class (the same class and section that you 
utilized the first time) complete the "survey" just as you did last time 
during the week of April 30 - May 4. If this is not possible (due to 
the semester ending earlier, exam week, etc.) please administer the 
forms at your convenience, but make sure to use the same class. 
To assure your privacy, under no circumstances will I reveal your 
identity or that of your students who participate in this study. If you 
would like to have a summary of the information from your class, please 
let me know. 
This second administration of these instruments is crucial to the 
study. I appreciate your cooperation and assistance and thank you for 
your time and your students' time. 
If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at (504) 
388-3153 or Dr. Joe W. Kotrlik at (504) 388-5748. 
Sincerely, 
W. Steve Woodley /• 
Research Associate V 
Agricultural Education 
Enclosure 
Agtkulnjitl E'ducttiiin • Laleiision and InlrnutHmal ttlucalion • Home Lcivtomlcs L'tiucalion • Imiuilrut and Tcttiniral TJucalmn 
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Sr/iou/ of Vocational Education 
College of Agriculture 
LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY AND AGRICULTURAL AND MECHANICAL COLLEGE 
BATON ROUGE • LOUISIANA • 7imKM22 
May 15, 1984 
VTITLEV VFIRST_NAMEV VLAST_NAMEV 
VDEPARTMENTV 
VADDRESSV 
VUNIVERSITYV 
VCITY_STATEV VZIP__CODEV 
VTITLEV VLASTJNAMEV: 
In April you were contacted seeking your participation in a 
research study. We understand your reasons for not being able to 
participate in the total study. However, we would appreciate it if you 
would take Just five minutes of your time to complete and return the 
enclosed questionnaire. The questionnaire pertains to your perceptions 
of your teaching behaviors. Even though you were not able to administer 
the instruments to your VCLASSV class, we would like to have your responses 
the questionnaire. 
To assure your privacy, under no circumstances will we reveal your 
identity in this study. If you have any questions please call me at 
(504) 388-3153 or Dr. Joe Kotrlik at (504) 388-5748. 
Thank you for your assistance in this study. 
Sincerely, 
Steve Woodley 
Department of Voc. [Education 
Enclosure 
Ak'H'uUuijI rduritiim • CxIcniHin and Inli'tiutional 1'duc.itlnii • Hume I0<IU<111I<"* I diiulitm • InJuttrUI ^ nd ltflmirat l tlih«lH>n 
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TEACHER EDUCATOR FORM 
Fill in the following information: Name: 
Rank: Instructor Assistant Professor Associate Professor 
Professor Other (specify) 
Below are pairs of words which are characteristics of teachers. For each 
pair of words select the position which best indicates your perception of your 
own teaching behavior. Place an "X" in that one space of the seven between 
each pair of words. The direction you check depends on which of the two words 
you think is most characteristic of your own teaching behaviors. THIS IS NOT A 
TEST—the only right answers are how you feel each pair words describes your 
teaching behaviors. 
1. ORIGINAL : : : : : CONVENTIONAL 
2. PATIENT : : : : : IMPATIENT 
3. COLD : : : : : WARM 
h. HOSTILE : : : : : AMIABLE 
5. CREATIVE : : : : : ROUTINIZED 
6. INHIBITED : : : : : UNINHIBITED 
7. IMAGE BREAKING : : : : : RITUALISTIC 
8. GENTLE : : : : : HARSH 
9. UNFAIR : : : : : FAIR 
10. UNSTABLE : : : : : PURPOSEFUL 
11. CAUTIOUS : : : : : EXPERIMENTING 
12. DISORGANIZED : : : : : ORGANIZED 
13. UNFRIENDLY : : : : : SOCIABLE 
14. RESOURCEFUL : : : : : UNCERTAIN 
15. RESERVED : : : : OUTSPOKEN 
16. IMAGINATIVE : : : : : EXACTING 
17. ERRATIC : : : : : SYSTEMATIC 
18. AGGRESSIVE : : : : : PASSIVE 
19. ACCEPTING (people) : : : : : CRITICAL 
20. QUIET : : : : : BUBBLY 
21. OUTGOING : : : : : WITHDRAWN 
22. IN CONTROL ; : : : : ON THE RUN 
23. FLIGHTY : : : : : CONSCIENTIOUS 
CM 
DOMINANT : : : : : SUBMISSIVE 
25. OBSERVANT : : : : : PREOCCUPIED 
26. INTROVERTED : : : : : EXTROVERTED 
27. ASSERTIVE : : SOFT-SPOKEN 
28. TIMID : : : : : ADVENTUROUS 
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RAW MEANS 
Agricultural Teacher Educators' Self-Perceptions Raw Means by Group: 
Feedback and No Feedback 
Group Time n Creativity Dynamism 
Organized 
demeanor 
Warmth and 
acceptance 
No feed­ Initial 33 27.52 27.45 35.00 34.85 . 
back 
Final 33 28.58 28.33 34.21 34.45 
Feed­ Initial 29 28.21 28.83 34.72 33.90 
back 
Final 29 29.28 28.66 34.21 33.76 
Agricultural Teacher Educators' Self-Perceptions Raw Means: Initial and 
Final Assessment by Academic Rank 
Organized Warmth and 
Creativity Dynamism demeanor acceptance 
Rank n Int. Final Int. Final Int. Final Int. Final 
Assistant 18 30.05 28.61 28.83 28.06 35.56 32.94 36.67 34.61 
Associate 18 27.11 29.33 27.06 28.28 33.44 34.94 33.83 34.44 
Professor 26 26.81 28.81 28.31 28.92 35.38 34.58 33.23 33.58 
118 
Students' Perceptions Raw Means: Feedback and No Feedback 
Organized Warmth and 
Group Time n Creativity Dynamism demeanor acceptance 
No feed­ Initial 33 26.36 27.06 33.80 34.90 
back 
Final 33 27.21 27.52 33.69 35.36 
Feed­ Initial 29 27.08 28.55 33.66 34.39 
back 
Final 29 27.18 28.58 32.69 33.96 
Students' Perceptions Raw Means: Initial and Final Assessment by 
Academic Rank 
Organized Warmth and 
Creativity Dynamism demeanor acceptance 
Rank n Int. Final Int. Final Int. Final Int. Final 
Assistant 18 26.99 26.75 27.96 27.68 33.71 33.15 35.84 35.97 
Associate 18 26.96 26.75 27.08 27.37 33.29 32.15 34.81 34.48 
Professor 26 26.31 27.81 28.07 28.69 34.05 34.02 33.73 33.97 
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MANOVA TABLES 
Agricultural Teacher Educators' Self-Perceptions 
Dependent Variable: Creativity 
Source DF SS MS F_ value 
Model 67 3756.48 56.07 8.21 .0001 
Error 56 382.46 6.83 
Total 123 4138.94 
Dependent Variable: Dynamism 
Source DF _SS_ MS F value V_ 
Model 67 3941.56 58.83 13.84 .0001 
Error 56 237.99 4.25 
Total 123 4179.55 
Dependent Variable: Organized demeanor 
Source DF SSi MS 1? value £ 
Model 67 1466.90 21.89 4.54 .0001 
Error 56 269.90 4.82 
Total 123 1736.80 
120 
P 
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Dependent Variable: Warmth and acceptance 
Source DF SS^ MS ]? value 
Model 67 2308.99 34.46 8.49 .0001 
Error 56 227.22 4.06 
Total 123 2536.21 
Students' Perceptions 
Dependent Variable: Mean creativity 
Source DF _SS MS 1? value JP 
Model 67 2117.93 31.61 4.77 .0001 
Error 56 370.82 6.62 
Total 123 2488.75 
Dependent Variable: Mean dynamism 
Source DF j3S MS _F value JP 
Model 67 2388.46 35.65 15.19 .0001 
Error 56 131.42 2.35 
Total 123 2519.88 
Dependent Variable: Mean organized demeanor 
Source DF S£ MS _F value 
Model 67 1021.25 15.24 4.18 .0001 
Error 56 203.99 3.64 
Total 123 1225.24 
Dependent Variable: Mean warmth and acceptance 
Source DF Si3 MS J? value 
Model 67 1846.59 27.56 14.61 .0001 
Error 56 105.62 1.89 
Total 123 1952.21 
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While serving as a graduate assistance at Louisiana State 
University, he taught courses in both the Vocational Agricultural 
Education and Agricultural Engineering Departments. 
In July, 1984, he was employed as an Assistant Professor by the 
Agricultural Department at Stephen F. Austin State University, 
Nacogdoches, Texas. 
The author holds membership in various professional and honorary 
organizations. 
He married the former Jamie Suzanne Kizer of Commerce, Texas in 
1976 and they are the parents of two sons, James Everett and Matthew 
Stephen. 
124 
Candidate: 
Major Field: 
Title of Thesis: 
EXAMINATION AND THESIS REPORT 
Walter Stephen Woodley 
Vocational Agricultural Education 
Effect of Feedback on Selected Teaching Behaviors of Agricultural 
Teacher Educators 
Approved: 
Major Professor and Chairman 
Dean of the Graduate School 
EXAMINING COMMITTEE: 
Date of Examination: 
July 17. 1984 
